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| PREFACE» 


NICO Mar ever thought 

| leſs of printing any 

thing of his own, than Idid; 

tho now -my Mind is al- 
ter d. I am truly ſenſible 

of my own Defects, and how 

unſit I am to publiſh am 
thing in this nice and learn- 

ed Age. Many Faults, and 

true ones too, will be found 

in this Treatiſe, particu= | 

1 


1 
* 
1 
: 
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The We 
larly Want of Good Lan- 


guage will appear through- | 
out the Book, eſpecially in | 
the Laſt Chapter, where I | 


am forced to patch-my Diſ- l 


courſe with Latin, for want 


of Proper Engliſh to ex- 


preſs my Mind. If any Bo- 
dy blame this, or my Want 
of Science and Art, I have | 
_ nothing to ſay, but to con- 


feſs it.. But as for Truth, | 
I ſincerely ſought it, and | 
never willingly. deviated 
from it. My Cuotations of 
Mr. Whites Sayings are 
= "__ both as to Letter 


and | 


and plain Senſe of them. 


The Preface. 


Many of his Friends main- 
tain that where he is bla- 
med, he is not rightly un- 
derftood : But I find that 


Obſcurity and Ambiguity . 


are Faults he is not guilty 


of, or but ſeldom; his Er- 


rors, and the Senſe of them, 
are to plaintobe doubted of :. 


4 Therefore if I appear ſome-. 

what ſharp, I am ſure he 
I deſerves I ſhould be ſo: Net 
T'can ſay here is no ſuch 


Language as St. Policarp 


gave to Marcion who as&%- 


ing the Saint, Cognoſcis 
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The preface. 


nos? Had this Anſwer gi- | 
zen him: Cognoſco Pri- 
mogenitum Diaboli. If 
Oppoſition 10 Chriſtian Do- 
 Atrine made Marcion de- 
ſerde this Rebuke, Mr. 
White deſerves it too. Mr. 
_ White's Doctrine is not like | 
the Errors of Janſenius and 
ſome others, who may be 


"IS faid ro Cut off a Branch of | 
_ Chriſtian Religion; but if 
1 recety d, would quite extir- | 
| pate the Foundation of it: | 
| As it appears by the Errors | 
l objedted to him in my Firſt } 
Chapter. In that andin ſome 
5K EE „ _ 
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ments to confute 
very Propoſal ſhews him 0 
be ſcandalous. But where 


The Preface. 


other Places, I thought it 


Argu- 
im, the 


needleſs to N 


there appear d any rational 


Doubt of his Doctrine, I 
not only mention it, but as 
well as I can, I bring Rea- 
ſons or Authorities to con- 
of | fute it. Some may wonder 


— 


that in writing againſt Mr. 
White's Book, I never 


1 quote his own Original, 
which was written in La- 


tin, but only the Engliſh 


. Edition tranſlated * his 


44 Friend. 


The Preface. 
Friend. anſwer: Icould ne- 
ver get a Sight of the Ori- 
ginal, tho I endeavor d it. 
But I have no ſcruple of 
Conſcience in attributing | 
the Doctrine of the Engliſh | 
Book to Mr. White, whoſe | 
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Name it bears For I cannot 
ſuſpect that the Tranſlator | 
would falſly impoſe upon his 
Friend ſuch Heretical and 
Senſeleſs Opinions. But my 
Quarrel is with the Book | 
and its Author, not with 
ul Mr. White s Perſon. If he 
l 7s not the Author of the 
Doctrine, I 2 <p. to 
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Mr. Vpitè s Principles, &c. 


Cru. I. 


Fandamental Articles F Faith 
diem d by Mr. White. 


Lift Art. OD has given Com- 
mandments to Man, 


promiſing Reward 
to thoſe who keep 
i them, and threat- 
ning Puniſhments to ſuch as violate 
them. — Second, He that. ſin- 
neth doth diſhonour and injure God.-- | 

— Third 


F 
Third. He that ſinneth deſerves Puniſh: 
ment. Fourth. God juſtly may, 

and will puniſh Tranſgreſſors of his 


Commandments (unleſs by Repentance | 


they obtain Forgiveneſs) by inflicting . 
Torments for Satisfaction of Juſtice..- 
| Fifth. God can inflict Torments on a 
Sinner not only in this Life; but alſo 
on his Soul after Death, tho the Soul is 
_ unwilling to be puniſhed. | 
II. I cali theſe Articles Fundamental, 
becauſe the Denial of them is the O- 
verthrow of all Religion: Yet Mr, 
White denies them all. | 
III. The Firſt is deny'd and im- 
pugn'd by him in his Accompt xiii. Page 
111, 112, 113. Where having ſpoken 
much of the Imperfection of governing 
by Laws, Puniſhments, or Rewards, 
concludes in theſe Words. It is there- 
fore indubitable that it misbecomes God, 
and ought not to be attributed to Him. 
_ He allo fays: Inflicting Voluntary Pu- 
niſhments is not an Action of Nature; 
and God, as Author of Nature, would 
eontraditt Himſelf if Hdeproceeded that 
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IV. The Second is deny'd, Ace. x. 
p. 89. where he ſays. When « Aan 
commits a Sin, God is more honoured by 
the Perſon who commits it, than by his 
well ** 

V. The Third is deny'd, Acc. x. 


pi. 91. where he ſays, It can no ways be 
thought that a Sinner is ty d to Reſtitution 
of God's Honor, or that God was injur d 


by him, or can inflict Puniſhments on 
him, upon the account of Loſs of Ho: 
nor. 


VI. The Fourth is deny'd by the 


fame Words, and by this Argument 


that he frames againſt it. Puniſhments 
inflicted for ſatisfattion of Juſtice are 


purely Vindicative, p. 80. But it is a- 
gainſt all Theological Evidence that God 


inſlicts, or can by His Wiſdom and 


| Goodneſs be permitted to inſlict Pains 


purely Vindicative, p. 91. The Con- 
ſequence is evident. ST 
VII. The Fifth is deny'd, Acc. xi. 


p. 95. where he teaches that Souls de- 


livered from their Bodies, are clearly 
exempt from all ſuch Pains as may be 
cauſed by any Outward Agent. And 
he confirms it, p. 97, ſaying. Mie haue 

85 therefore 


Mr. White Principles, &c. z ⁶ 


— .. 1 

there fore evidently proved that Pains ex- 

. krinſecally inflifted, and not as it were 
pontancouſiy [ſpringing from within, can: 


55 reach Spirits diueſted of their Bo- 
1e S. | : 


n 


5 Other Tenets of Mr. White ei- 
ther plainly Heretical, or near- 


* * principal Scope of his Book 
5 tends to prove that Souls, 
- which at the Inſtant of Death are not 
fit for Heaven, can never be admitted 
to the Beatifical Viſion before the Day 

of Judgment. This Doctrine in a 
Member of the Roman Catholic Church 
(as Mr. White defir'd to be eſteem'd) | 
can ſearce be excuſed from Hereſy. | 

For the General Council of Florence 
defines ; That Souls, which never con- 
tracted Sin after Baptiſm, and Souls, 

which having contracted Sin, are purged 
either before Death, or after Death, are 
ws 5 | | preſertl» | 


Mr. White's Principles, &c. 5 


preſently receiv'd into Heauen. To 
which 1 add. If Souls purged after 
Death are preſently receiv'd into Hea- 


ven; ſome of them are receiv'd before 


the Day of Judgment. For this Defini- 


tion of the Council was made in oppo- 


ſition to thoſe who taught that Souls 


were not admitted to the Beatifical Vi- 
ſion before the Day of Judgment. 


Therefore the Word Preſentiy, MOX, | 


muſt import Admittance before it. It 
is hard tao reconcile this Doctrine of 


Mr. White to this Council. 3 
II. But he more evidently oppoſes 


the Council of Trent, which, Seſſ. 6. 


Can. zo. defines that ſometimes after 
Sin is remitted, ſome Temporal Puniſh- 
ments may remain due: And pronoun- 


ces Anathema to all that gainſay it. 


This Definition of the General Coun- 


cil is expreſly impugned by Mr. White, 


Acc. xiii. p. 115, 116, 117. in a large 
Diſcourſe, which he concludes in theſe 
Words. Impoſſible therefore it is that 


- Pains, purely upon the account of Sins al- 


ready remitted, (hould be undergone in 


Purgatory, 


es | 


— — 6, 
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i $ A View of 
III. Accompt x. He ſays: All Pu- 


niſhments are to proceed from Commuta - 


tive Juſtice But in Two Caſes only 
there may be ſome Mixture of Vindisa- 
tive Fuſtice in inflicting Puniſhments on 
* Offenders: Firſt, To exterminate them 
that they may do no more Harm; Se- 
condly, That others may be deterred 
from offending, at the fight of their Pu- 
niſhments. bis is inconſiſtent with 
what Catholicks believe of Original 
Sin. The Council of Floence defines 
that they who dye in Original Sin, on- 
ly deſcend to Hell to bepuniſhed. I 
not pretend to declare whether 
they are pumſh'd only with Loſs of 
Beatitude, as Saint Thomas, with moſt 
Divines hold; or with Hell Fire, as 8S. 
Fulgentius and others maintain. To my 
Purpoſe it is ſufficient to ſay they are 
puniſhed, This Puniſhment is not laid 
upon them for fear they ſhould contract 
Original Sin again, if the Firſt was left 
unpuniſh'd ; nor to deter other Chil- 
drenfrom contracting the like Sin; nor 
for fear of any Miſchief theſe Souls 
would do. Therefore they are pu- 


niſhed for ſome Reaſon which Mr. | 


White © 


Mr. White's Principles, &c. 7 
S White will not allow. The Truth is, 
they are puniſned for Satisfaction of 
God's Juſtice, and their Puniſhment 
cannot be attributed to Commutative 
Juſtice, but to Vindicative only. _ 
IV. It is the Belief of the univerſal 
Church, that none were admitted to - 
the Beatifical Viſion before Chri had 
redeem'd them by His Death. Tho 
many dy d before that time free from 
Sin; Abraham, John Bapts$t, Holy In- 
noc ents. Contrary to this, Mr. White, 
Acc. xvi. p. 148. ſays. Charity ne- 
ceſſitates and determines God to commus 
nicate Himſelf to thoſe that bring it; ſo 
that He can uo more deny Himſelf to be 
the Object of a Soul in perfect Charity. 
than forbear the Concreation of a ratio- 
nal Soul when the Embryo 1s fully 8 
This he brings to maintain, that Defe 
of due Satisfaction, or Puniſnments 
due to Sins remitted, cannot debar us 
from entring immediately into Beati- 
tude. He conclades thus. Scripture 
5 and H. Fathers all unanimouſly acknows 
| ledge no other Partition Wall betwixt 
| God and us, but our Sins. 
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V. Here I aska Queſtion. Were H. 


Innocents guilty of Sin at their Death? 
If not. God was not able to hinder 


them (in Mr. White's Opinion) from 
enjoying Beatitude before Chr;#'s 


Death. If fo, they are Damned; for 
their Sin was: Mortal, to wit Origi- 
nal. Catholicks allow neither, nor 


Proteſt ants. | 5 
VI. Catholicks believe that in Man 


| there is a Spiritual Soul. But Mr. 


White, Acc. xi. p. go. teaches that 


While the Soul inhabits the Body, it is 


actually Corporeal. He gives this 
Reaſon. If part of Man is Spiritual 
(to wit his Soul) and part Corporeal (to 
wit his Body) there must be Two Hy- 


poſtaſes in Man. If he ſticks to this 


Principle, he muſt be either an Euty- 


chian, denying T wo Natures in Chriſt, 


or a Neſtorian; believing Two Hypoſt a 
ſes in Him. 8 BIRT 
VII. Accompt xiv. p. 126, He ſays, 


The Puniſhments of Sin ſignify the Evils 
which emerge from them. If we allo + 
this, Hereſy (tho unrepented) can 


have no Puniſhment in the Next Life. 


Hlereſy is an Error in the Underſtand- 


ing 


yt OBE as 


Mr. White's Principles, Kc. 9. 
ing. But after Death no Error of the 
Underitanding remains, and Eviis can- 


not emerge naturally from that which 
doth not exiſt. By this Doctrine he 


makes all Puniſhments to be Effects of 
Natural Cauſes. Whence it follows 
that no more Puniſhments can attend 
Whoredom than Matrimonial Actions; 
it is no more puniſhable to eat Fleſh on 
Good Friday, than on Eaſter Day: It 
was no more puniſhable to eat Swines 
Fleth before Chris Coming, than to 
eat it now. For tho there is a great. 
moral Difference ariſing from the Pro- 
hibition of one, and Permiſſion of the. 
other; yet there is no natural Differ- 
ence ſufficient to make great Evils natu-. 


rally emerge from the one, if none e- 


merge from the other. Furthermore. 
this Doctrine invalidates not only the 
Efficacy of the Sacraments, but alſo of 
the Paſſion of Chri5t, Who did not. 
dye to hinder the Efficacy of natural 
Cauſes. Chri# ſuffer'd and dy'd for. 
the Redemption of Sinners, even. 
Drunkards and Whores: Yet His 


Death doth not hinder a Drunkard from 


having the Head -· ke, nor a Whore 
| | from 


10 A View of 
from getting the Pox, when theſe Ef- 
fects naturally follow. But Chriſt dy'd 
to hinder God from inflicting Puniſh- 
ments juſtly due to our Sins. N 
VIII. Accompt xvil. p. 151, 152, 
155. Mr. White maintains that An- 
gels and Separated Souls know all 
things, that nothing can eſcape their 
Knowledge, that Error cannot reach 
them: In a Word, he makes them as 
omniſcient as God Himſelf is. And he 
adds that they are fo unchangeable that 
they cannot know more at one time 
than at another. This oppoſes Scripture, 
Mart xiii. v. 32. It is ſaid the Angels 
know not when the Day of Judgment 
will be. Yet they will know it when 
it comes. The Devil moleſts ſome 
Chriſtians with Temptations, which 
being rejected and overcome, prove 
Occaſion of Merit and Glory to them. 
Muſt we ſay the Devil knew-before-. 
hand that the Temptations would turn 
to God's Honor, and the holy Perſon's 
Profit ?. If we ſay fo, we muſt alſo af. 
firm that the Devil was a good Friend 
of the Man; and a faithful Servant of 
God, not only by Accident, but by his 
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Mr. White's Principles, &c. 11 
own Deſign. When Satan deſired 
Leave to afflict Joh, ſaying, if he 
were afflicted he would curſe God: 
Surely he hoped thoſe Afflictions 
would have the Effect by him deſi- 
red; but after Trial he knew the 
contrary. When the Devil ſaid to 
Chriſt, If Thou art the Son of Man 
caſt Thy Self down, he was doubt- 
ful whether Jeſus was the Son of 
God, or not, and oped to induce. 
him to ſin; or elſe the Devil was 
a Fool, for all his Univerſal Know: 


.S 
* 


4 View of 
A wx». IL. 
Mr. White's Caſuiftry. 


I. L, hes prove Mr. White to be no 
1 çbetter a Practical than a Spe- 
culative Divine, I muſt ſhew his Ca- 
ſuiſtry, by propoſing Two Queſtions, 
and anſwering them according to Mr, 
Mute's Principles. 1 
II. Firft Oueſtion Who is the 
Stricteſt of all Caſuiſts? I anſwer, 
Ar. White is, if heſtands to his Prin- 
dle taugbt, p. 12S. 5 
III. Other Caſuiſts, even the Strict- 
eſt, only require, for making an Action 
ood, and free from Sin, that it be not 


probibited, but referable to God's Ho- 


nor, and that it be referred by the 
Performer of it to God's Honor, or 
our own Beatitude, as to its Laſt End. 
So that Actions done for Health or 
Pleaſure are Lawful, provided that the 
ſaid Health or Pleaſure be reterr'd ul- 
timately to God. Bot Mr. White re- 
quires that the only immediate End of 

every Action muſt be the Perſon's true 
| Beatitude, 


Beatitude, otherwiſe the Action is Sin- 


ful. I have ſhewn before, that Mr. 
White teaches that nothing but Sin can 


cauſe in the Soul a Privation of the Be- 
atifical Viſion. To which I add theſe 


Words of his. 'Tis manifesit, every 


| Aﬀettion to a Created Good, which is 


Sake, muſt needs cauſe in the Soul a 
Privation of the Beatifical Vi ſion. By 
this Doctrine it is a Sin to let a F—t, 
unleſs it Prey be deſign'd to blow 
one's Soul towards Heaven: For if it 


carry'd towards it not purely as a Means 
to Beatitude) but in = for its own 


is done to eaſe one's ſelf of the Colic, 
it is in ſome ſort for it ſelf, and ſinful. 


This is Mr. White's Principle, and if 


| he ticks to it, he is the Stricteſt of all 


Caſuiſts. From this Principle it fol- 
lows, that when a Child a Month old 
deſires to ſuck, it commits a Sin: For 
the Child doth not deſire the Pap meer- 
ly as a Means to Beatitude, but in ſome 


ort for it ſelf. Neither doth it avail to 


lay the Child is not come to the Uſe of 
Reaſon, and is incapable of Demerit: 
For Mr. White owns no Demerit in any 
Body, but Conſequence of natural 


Cauſes, 


Mr. White's Principles, &c. 13 5 


14  AViewof . 
Cauſes, which have the ſame Effect in 
a Child as in a Man. Furthermore by 
Mr. Whites Doctrine, an Infant's De- 

ſire to ſuck is a Mortal Sin. According 


tween a Mortal and Venial Sin. A 
Venial Sin is a Love of a Created 


Love of true Beatitude: A Mortal Sin 
is the Love of a Created Good in a 
Perſon, who either has no Love or De- 
ſire of true Beatitude (which is the 
Child's Caſe) or has a Deſire of it, 


1 Created Good. For when the Soul car- 


will give the Weaker a Fall: So that if 
the Love of true Beatitude is Stronger, 
it will overthrow the Love of the Cre- 


ordinate Affection, make the Sin to be 
but Venial, and the Puniſhment not 


ted Good is Stronger, the Love of true 
Beatitude will not prevail, the Sin will 


to his Notions this is the Difference be- 


Good in a Perſon, who has a Stronger 


but Weaker than is the Deſire of the 


A i bent wed 


ries into the next World two Loves of 
different Factions, in due Circumſtan- 
ces they will wreſtle, and the Stronger 


ated Good, and rectify the leſſer in- 


Eternal. But if the Love of the Crea- 


P 


be Mortal, the Paniſhment Eternal. 
. 
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JI Whites Principles, &c. 1 


This Principle 1 find, p. 128. Where 
having ſaid that the Love oſ a Created 


Good cauſes the Privation of the Bea- 
tifical Viſion, he adds, But not eternal-- 


ly; becauſe the Love of Preference o. 
Beatitude above all things, 19 a Cauſe 


c 

ordinate Affection. | 

IV. This is ſufficient to ſhew Mr: 

IWhite to be the Stricteſt of all Caſuiſtg. 

Let me fee any Janſeniſt of them-all 
come near this: Whether he be a Far- 


rnit truly ſach, or one ſlandero 
— 3 * 


V. My Second Qveftion is this. Nhe 
is the moſt Lax of all Caſuiſts? I an- 


| ſwer; Mr. White is, if he ſtands to 
his Principles delivered in the ſame 
Acc. wiv. p. 124. 128, By the For- 


mer all God's Commandments may be 


broken without Sin. A Man ma 


without Sin commit Idolatry, * 4 


Blaſphemy, deny God, plow a whole 


Sunday, murther his Father, raviſh his- 
Mother, rob and ſteal, take away his 
Neighbor's Life - Perjury, &c. 
Which thus I prove from Mr. Mhites 
OR Ib Principle, I} 
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inexiſting in the Soul, which in due Cir- 
tances is fit to rectify the Leſſer In- 


16 A Viem d, 


Principle. A Man may be brought in 


Perſecution to deny and blaſpheme 
Chriſt, and commit Idolatry out of 


Fear, without any Deſign or Deſire to 


do it again in the next Life; when 
the Perſecutor ſhall have no power 
over him. The Plowman and Thief 
may have no Deſire to repeat their 
Crimes, when they ſhall have no need 
of Money The Son who murthers his 
Father to get poſſeſſion of his Eſtate, 
may willingly abſtain from murthering 
him againin the Next Life, where no 
Inheritance can be gotten by it. When 
there will be no Concupiſcence the 


inceſtuous Adulterer may have no 
mind to ſatiate his luſt. And Titus 


Oates intended, as it is probable, to 
continue his Per juries no longer than 
to the end of his Life. But Per ſons, 
doing theſe actions, and deſigning to 
continue them no longer than they 
live, commit no Sin, properly ſpeak- 
ing: Therefore all thoſe actions may 
be committed without Sin. The A4:- 
nor is Mr. White's Principle, delivered 
theſe Words. Sin eſſentially conſiſts in 
ſuch a diſpoſition towards a created Good 


as 
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Mr. White's Principles, &c. 17 
4s is apt to render it the ultimate end 
| of that Man; ſo that during that af- 
: fection he cannot have a will torelinguiſh 
it, or eſteem himſelf happy, if depriv'd 
of #t for ever. All other affeftions to- 
; ward the ſaid good, are not properly Sin. 
b Whereby it appears in Mr. White's 
opinion, that if a perſon is contented 
r i to be without a Sinful affection in the 
d WU next” life, it is no Sin in bim in this 
Life. The principle taught p 128. 
doth not carry the matter ſo high as 
to ſay ſuch an affection is no Sin : Fut 
affirms it to be no mortal Sin; if the 
perſon at the ſame time has a preference 
of Beatitude. For Example. If a. 
Woman has this diſpoſition, that if 
choice were then offer d her either of 
going preſently to Heaven, or com- 
mitting Whoredom, ſhe would prefer 
going to Heaven; but, not having the 
choice, the commits Whoredom, By 
Mr. White's DoQtrine the ſaid Whore- 
dom will deprive her of the beatific:1 - 
viſion, but not Eternally : Becauſe: 
the love of preference of Beatitude, 
above the love of Whoredom, inex- 
iſting in her Soul, will in due circum- 
F ſtances 


18 ATView of 
ſtances rectify that leſſer inordinate 
affection. | 
VI. Here is the foundation of the 
deteſtable Hereſy of the Quietiſts, 
who teach that while a Man quietly 
Taiſes his Mind to God, and deſires 
true Beatitude, 1t is no matter what 
Sins are committed by the outward 
Man. EO 
VII. This proves Mr. White to be 
the looſeſt of all Caſuiſts, as well as 
the ſtricteſt. Let melee any Jeſuit of 
them all come near this. If any did: 
What outcry ſhould we hear againſt 
them! Not only from Zealous Chriſti- 
ans, but alſo from Blackloiſts who 
eſpouſe it in Mr. White. 5, 
VIII. But perhaps, ſome may ima- 
gine that while a Man wilfully com- 
mits Mortal Sin, and perſiſts in it, he 
cannot have a true ſtrong deſire of 
Beatitude» The falſity of this I muſt 
Mew. A Sinner may as truly deſire 
to eſcape damnation, as a robber 
does to eſcape hanging. But we ſee 
that a robber brought to Judgement 
pleads for himſelf moſt earneſtly, 
and makes all intereſt he can to ob- 
8 | tain 
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tain a pardon. A ſure argument of 
a ſtrong true deſire to eſcape puniſh- 
ment. Perhaps his deſire is not effi- 
cacious, he may be hang'd for all 
that: But his deſire is true. For an 
ine fficacious deſire may be a true 
one. I make no doubt but that the 
two pretenders to the Kingdoms of 
Spain, Philip and Charles, have both 


a true deſite to poſſeſs thoſe King- 


doms in Peace; yet one muſt go with- 
out them; the deſire of one will 
prove ineffectual for want of means 
and aſſiſtance to compaſs his deſire; 
and probably he who ſhall go with- 
cout it, may deſire it as earneſtly du- 
ring the Conteſt, as he who ſhall. 
enjoy it. 
1X. For Manifeſtation of this 
truth we muſt reflect that tho' an 
aſſured felicity is propoſed to all ob- 
ſervers of Gods Commandments, yet 
it is long before it is granted; good 
Men cannot have it as ſoon as they 
pleaſe; they muſt ſerve God to the 
end of their life, before it is obtain d: 
This gives temptation to Men to ſeek 
other pleaſure, in the mean time; for 
I all 
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all are not willing to ſpend their 
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whole life in Mortification and Au. 
ſterity. Hence it follows that good 


Men in this Life take lawful pleaſures 
without preferring them to Beatitude, 
and Wicked Men embrace any plea- 


ſure lawful or unlawful, frequently 


without the ſame preference: As it 
appears in thoſe who Sin boldly with 


hopes of pardon. This I will explain 


by a Parity. A Man, who had rather 
Feed on Partridge than Bacon, may 
happen to be in a place where Par- 
_ tridge is not to be had, and being 


Hungry, and unwilling to ſuſtain 
hunger, eats Bacon, which at that time 
he poſtpones to Partridge, and would 
not eat it if he could get Partridge, 
at that time and place. We cannot 


Fay. this Man prefers bacon to Par- 


tridge ; ſo we cannot ſay the Woman 


mention d prefers Whoredom to Bea- 
titude: Yet her Whoredom is eſteem'd 
24 Mortal Sin by all Chriſtsans, except 
Blas kloiſts, and Quietiſts. 
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. Mr. White's Principles S 
CHA P. IV. 


Au Irrational Paradox of Mr. 


TOW Icome to his Philoſophy, 
N which I will. ſhew to "a 2 
void of Senſe and reaſon, as his Theo- 
logy is of Religion and Piety. Mr. 

e teaches Acc. 11. p 99. That 

the Soul of Man while it inhabits the 
Body is actually Corporeal : But by 
Death it is Metamorphoſed, new 


minted, and made actually Spiritual. 


This he ſays is ſo reaſonable, that 
there is not the leaſt ſnadow of incon- 
venience in maintaining it. I ſay on 
the contrary it is ſo ſenſeleſs that 
there is not the leaſt ſnadow of pro- 
dability, or poſſibility, of its being ſo. 
prove it to be impoſſible from two 
Heads : Firſt from the diſpoſition of 
the matter, Secondly from inability: 
of the efficient cauſe. | 
II. Nocorporeal thing can differ ſo 
uch from any 1 corporeal thing, 

5 3 — 
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as it doth from a ſpiritual thing: Put 
many corporeal things differ ſo much 
from other corporeal things, that 


they can not naturally be made of 
them immediately : Therefore no | 


Spiritual thing can be made of any 
Corporeal thing immediately by any 
Natural cauſe or action. Ana Mr. 
White p. 153. Says Death is a natu- 
ral Action. The Major is evident, 
and alſo is Mr. White's own propo- 
fition. Acc. 12, p. 104. The Minor 
appears by many inſtances. A Lion 
cannot naturally be made of a tub of 
Water; nor an Eagle of a pig of 
- lead ; nor (as the proverb ſays) a 
Silken purſe of a : Sows ear. Death 


piroduceth ſuch an Entity as from the 


Aan ſo diſpoſed is naturally producible 
As Mr. White affirms p. 153. There- 
fore death cannot make a Spiritual 
Entity of a Corporeal ſubſtance. 

III. Perhaps it may be replied, that 
death cannot make a Spirit of any o- 
ther Corporeal ſubſtance, but only 
of that which is virtually Spiritual, 
while it is actually Corporeal; but 
a Spirit may be made of ſuch a * 
| T An 
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And Mr, White, with unparalefd 
Nonfenſe, ſays the Soul of Man is 
virtually Spiritual, when it is actually 
corporeal. To this I reply: A Spi- 

rit hath not only the greateſt diffe- 
rence from a Body, but alſo exceeds 
it in perfection to ſo high a degree; 

5 That I reckon it one of Mr. White's 

Maſter pieces of Nonſenſe, to ſay a 

5 Body can be virtually Spiritual, or 
can have Virtue of Spirit. If a 

Taylor ſhould tell us, he could make 
cl * Silken purſe of a Sous ear, provi- 

f died you brought him ſuch à Sows ear, 

1 as was virtually a Silken purſe while 


0 it was actually a Sows ear: Or if a 
5 Plummer undertook to make a living 
le Eagle of a pig of lead, on condition 


you would chooſe him ſuch a pig of 
lead as was virtually an Eagle : 1am 
ſure both proffers would be accepted 
with deriſion, tho' neither of them is 
quite ſo chimerical as Mr. White's af 

ſertion. | 5 
IV. But beſides the impoſſibility 
ariſirfg from the unfitneſs of matter, 
another as great ſprings from the im- 
| Potence of any cauſe efficient. Mr. 
| B4, White 
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White Acc. 17; p. 153. ſays, Death 
25 a natural Action. ACC. 11, p. 97. 
He ſays, Ne Body can Act upen à Spi- 
rit. Hence JI inferr: Death, or the 
body that cauſeth death, cannot act 
upon a Spirit; much leſs can it make 
or produce a Spirit. If death, or any 

natural cauſe can produce a Spirit, 
then a Spirit is the effect of death, or 
that natural cauſe; but it is a ſtrange 


p - paradox to ſay a cauſe cannot act up- 


on its own effect. We have ſome in- 
ſtances that natural cauſes can act up- 
ona thing, which they cannot make: 
As a Carter can whip a Horſe, but can- 
not make one ; but we never have a- 
ny inſtance of a cauſe that can make 
a thing, but cannot act upon it. Mr. 
White takes great pains to prove Fire 
cannot torment a Soul, becauſe it can- 
not act upon it: But if you ask him 
whether fire, a beetle, or ablackſmiths 
hammer, can make a Spirit? He an- 
ſwers readily; They can: There is | 
not the leaſt ſhadow of inconvenience | 
in maintaining that they can : Thoſe | 
tools are ſo fit to new-mint a body | 
into a Subſtance purely Spiritual. 
EEE 
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Dara Vo 


Another Irrational Paradox of. 


Me White. 


J. | now come to the foundation of 


all, to the Baſis on which the 
whole fabrick of Mr. White's abſur- 
dities is eſtabliſhed. He affirms that 
all the defires and affections, that a 
Man had in his life (at leaſt all that 


never were actually retracted by 75 


remain in the Soul after death; and 
that they cannot poſſibly determine 

untill the Soul is anew joyn'd to the 
Body, as it will be in the Reſurrection. 
This principle runs through his whole 
Book : hap nas it is Your, Acc. 
. . „ err , MG-17- 
9 156. The aſſertion is untwerkil and 
ſo taken I tax it of tranſcendent ab- 
furdity. 1 allow ſome affections may 
remain: As deſire of Knowledge, of 


Beatitude, 17 of pride, envy, and 
3 0 


ſeveral 


26 | A Vie of 


ſeveral others. As to one Sin, I rea- 


dily concurr with Mr. White: When 


a Man dies in Deſpairand is damned 


for it, I believe his Deſpair continues, 


But I wil} not yield the ſame of the 
Sin of Preſumption, tho it is taught 
by ſo great a Maſter as Mr. White, 

II. In oppoſition to Mir. White, I 


make three large Exceptions from his 
Some 


general Doctrine. Firſt I fay : 
deſires in Man are grounded on Er- 


roneous Judgements ; and after death 


the Errors ceaſe; and then J ſay the 
defires and affections depending on 


- them alſo ceaſe. This is againſt Mr. 


White's expreſs Opinion, p. 155. Thus 
J prove it. Mans will has for its 
object Good; either 1 ſo, or at 
leaſt appearing to be ſuch. So that 
no will or no Perſon can love any 


object unleſs it is repreſented to the 
underſtanding to be good, and judged 
But our Judgements are 


to be ſo. 
many times Erroneous, and we think 
that to be good, which in reality is 
void of the goodneſs, that we Judged 
to be in it. Hence it comes that we 
often love and deſire an Exil thing, 
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which we thought to be good: But 
as ſoon as we come to know that the 
ſaid object is not good but Evil, it is 
impoſſible our love, or deſire of it 
ſhould continue, but. muſt: ceaſe and 
determine. On this account many 
of the affections, which a Perſon has 
in this life maſt ceaſe and determine, 
as ſoon as the Soul is ſeparated from 
the Body, and freed from the Errors. 

III. For example. A Mahometan 
believing Mahomet to be the great 
prophet of God, the teacher of truth, 
and diſpoſer of Heaven to thoſe, who 
follow his Law, bears a great reſpect 
to him, or his Memory on theſe ac- 
counts, and lives with undoubted aſ- 
ſurance of going to Heaven by Ma- 
homet's means, and rejoyces that it 
was not his fortune to be bred a Chri- 
ſtian: This Man dies, and is damned 
for his adherence to Mahomet, whom 
now his Soul knows to have been an 
Impoſtor. Here ariſes a queſtion, 
whether this Mans Soul {till retains 
the ſame benevolence to Mahomet on 
the ſame motives, the ſame aſſurance 
of Salvation by Mahomets 3 

| yy 9 


28 A Viem of 
and the ſame Joy that he was bred up 
rather a Mahometan than a Chriſtian, 
Here Mr. White and I differ. Mr. 
White holds that all theſe affections 
continue the ſame, that they can- 
not poſlibly ceaſe and determine. 1. 
ſay they all ceaſe, they cannot poſſi- 
bly continue. | 

IV. My ſecond exreption from Mr. 
White's general poſition is this. Some 
affections in a living Man are unſuita- 
ble to the nature of a ſeparated Soul: 
And theſe muſt ceaſe and determine at 
Death. A few inſtances will make 
this ſo evident that there is no need 
of argument to prove it. + M 
V. One Man is troubled with the 
Stone or Strangury : For his eaſe he 
defires to make Water : But in vain: 


Nie dies of his diſtempers. There 


is no one point in Philoſophy where- 
in Mr. White tranſcends the vulgar 
more, than in Philoſophizing upon 
this, and ſuch like accidents. The 

Judgement of us vulgar is, that as ſoon 
as the Soul is ſeperated from the Body 
it has no bladder painfully diſtended 
with too much Urine, the Soul has 
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no occaſion to make Water, and there 
is no cauſe why the Soul ſhould de- 
ſire it. We ſay the deſire ceaſes and 
determines. Thus, you ſee, we are 
able to make nothing on't. But Mr. 


White upon this foundation lays an 


eminent ſuperſtructure: He raiſes an 
edifice at leaſt five ſtories high; as I 
will ſhew. Firſt Story. The Soul 


ſeperated ſtill retains a deſire to piſs 


which is now become immutable ; 
and the Soul now freed {rom the hea- 
vy Clogg of dull matter exerts it ſelf 
to the utmoſt : All its deſires are un- 
ſpeakably heighten'd : The Soul now 

has a thouſand times more mind to 
piſs, than the living Perſon ever had. 

Second Story. The defire of this 
Created Good of piſſing, is a Bar to 
the Souls entring into Heaven; no 


thing unclean enters there, there muſt 


be no piſſing in Heaven; no admit- 
tance of any Soul, while it has a liſt 
to piſs. If it goes not to Hell, at 
leaſt it muſt go to Purgatory to be 
tormented. Third Story, Herein 

conſiſts the Torment of this Soul, it 
would fain piſs and cannet; the de- 
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fire of that created 'good, with the 
impotence of obtaining it, is the 
torment of the Soul, a Torment 
inexplicable, and repreſented by the 
ſevereſt things we are acquainted 
With :-This Deſire to piſs is Metapho- 
rical fire and brimftone : The fury 
of that deſire performs alone all that 


the vulgar attribute to racks and dun- 
geons. Fourth Story, Becauſe the 


poor Soul can neither piſs, nor re- 
tract its defire of pifling, before the 


Reſurrection, its torment muſt con- 


tinue till then. No mitigation, no 
releaſe of pain is poſſible. It is in 
vain to pray for this 5oul. What 
would you pray for ? That it might 
piſs? It has no power to do it. 
And if it had power to piſs, it 
could not find time to piſs. Piſſing 
is motion: Motion cannot be perform'd 
in an inſtant: And all the duration of 
a Soul from its firſt leaving the Body to 
its Reſurrection, is but one inſtant. Acc. 


. b. 205. Would you Pray that it 
might 


retract its deſire to piſs ! It is im- 


pollible. RetraRation is Mutation? But 
in a Soul there is no divvrſity of parts, no 
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diſtinction of matter and agent, all which 
are required to effect mutation. p. 154 
Fifth Story, As ſoon as the Soul is 
reunited to the Body, and is become 
a Corporeal Perſon, it is left to his 
choice, Whether he will piſs, or re- 
tract his deſire of kiing: If he chu- 
ſes the former, all the fire aforeſaid 
is preſently piſſed out; if the latter; 
the fury of it is quite coohd: The 
Soul burns no longer. By either 
operation his Charity is made perfect, 
God cannot forbear communicating 
himſelf to him. It will never be my 
fortune, nor my choice, ta dwell in 
this noble Edifice: Yet J cannot but 
admire its contrivance, and connexion. 
VI. Another Perſon has a Diſeaſe of 
a quite contrary nature: He cannot 
hold his Water, tho' he deſires it: 
This gives him great uneafineſs and 
troubles in his life, which remain 
after Death. Poor Soul! Many are 
the Calamities wherewith it is af- 
flicted. Firſt, it lives in perpetual 
fear of bepiſling it Self. What do 
Iſay, of bepiſſing it Self? It lives in 
perpetual fear of bepiſſing its 1 al : 
C 28. . 
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A View of 
ches. Secondly, It fears its Bepiſsd 
Breeches will ſtink, Thirdly, It fears 

the Stink of its Bepiſs'd Breeches will 

render it unacceptable to Company. 
This is Mr. White's Opinion, who 
ſays all Affections remain. 

VII. A Third is troubled with the 
Tooth-ake, and deſires to have a 
Tooth pull'd out. His Soul neither 

has any Tooth, nor a Head to hold a 
Tooth; yet it cannot be quiet for a 
reſtleſs Deſire of having a Tooth 
pull'd out of its Head. 3 ; 

VIII. A Fourth being fick, ſends for 

aà Doctor, who preſcribes a Purge, 
ſaying it will cure, if it works: The 
Patient deſires its Working: It doth 
not: He dies, and his Soul goes to 

Wl! Purgatory, and burns. With what ? 

With any Material Fire? No. But 

I with an inflamed Deſire of being well 
purged. - This Soul fares better than 
| the Reſt : Her Pains are Voluntary 

f | and Spontaneous. Her Deſire is to be 


» 
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purged, and Purgatory is Place fit for 


Purgation. 


i IX. My Third Exception from Mr. 
! | White's general Aﬀertion is this. 
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Some Affections in this Life are incon* 
ſiſtent with the State a Soul after 


Death is transferr'd to. Some Sinners 
die Penitent, and by ſincere Sorrow 


for their Sins obtain Forgiveneſs, and 


are tranſported to Heaven. Then 


their Sorrow ceaſes, becauſe that hap- 


py State is incapable of it, Mors ul- 


tra non erit, neque Luctus, neque Cla- 


mor, neque Dolor erit ultra. Apoc. 
Xi. v. 4. Others live in Joy and go 
to Hell, where their Joy determines. 
He that faid to himſelf, Reguieſce, 
comede, bibe, epulare. Luc. xil. v. 
19. was full of Joy, becauſe he was 
rich: But dying, carryd. none of 
his Riches with him, nor Joy for ha- 
ving them. Solomon ſays (Prov. ii.) 


of ſome Sinners. Letantur cum male 
fecerint, & exultant in rebus peſſimis. 


A Robber often rejoices when he has 


gain'd a rich Booty, and ſometimes a 


Whoremaſter takes a Complacence in 
Mind to think he has prevail'd over the 


Chaſtity of a Woman, whom he cove- 


ted. But when they are damned and 
addicted to Eternal inſupportable Tor- 


ments for thoſe very Facts, I, with the 


Vulgar, 
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Vulgar, hold that they no longer re: 


_ zoyce and take pleaſure of mind for 
having committed the ſaid crimes. 


Mr. White ſays this joy and pleaſure 
continue, and that herein conſiſts the 
damnation of theſe two. The one 


is afiicted with Eternal Joy, the o- 


ther is tormented with Everlaſting: 


pleaſure. 


X. Many pious Authors in Spiri- 
tual books and Sermons have laboured 


to deterr People from Sin, by pro- 


poſing Puniſhments in Hell: But none 
before Mr. White, ever endeavour'd to 


frighten them with the danger of Joy 
and Pleaſure. The Topic is new and 


ſingular, therefore fit to be the Inven- 


tion of this great Lover of Novelty 
and Singularity. 


XI. I do not expect that any Chri- 


ſtian will require of me any argument 


to ſhew this Doctrine to be Irreligious, 


Scandalous, and Senſeleſs My Ob. 
| ligation rather is to prove that it is 
Mr. White's Doctrine. For I do not 
expect that my credit runs ſo high, 
as to be believed without good Proof 
that it is ſo. For indeed it . 1 

ike 
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like a jeſt to ſay ; a Soul which knows 
it cannot piſs, and knows it wears no 
Breeches, is in perpetual fear of be- 
piſſing irs Breeches : Or to ſay; a 
Soul, that knows it ſelf damn'd ter 
all Eternity, retains aſſurance of Sal- 
vation: Or to ſay ; a Soul that is 
brought to Eternal miſery for Rob- 


bing, doth- ſtill rejoyce for having 


committed that very crime; that none 


can in reaſon believe without manifeſt 


Proof that it is taught in earneſt by 
Mr. White: Whom all his readers 
allow to be a Witty and Learned 
Man. | 5 
XII. I Joyn with the reſt in Con- 


feſſing him to be a Witty and Lear- 


ned Man : But to me it ſeems, he has 
far too great a conceit of his own 
Wit and Learning. Pride makes bim 


think himſelf able to do, what is 
beyond his Power, ly what is 
Ther 


abſolutely impoſſible. e goes a 


Story of a Fletcher who had {o Vile 


an opinion of his Neighbours of the 
lame Trade (perhaps he call'd them 


Vulgus ay eas. that he under toox 
to make a better arrow of a Pigs tail, 


then 
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than they could make of wood pro: | a 
per for the uſe. The Fletcher and tc 
Mr. White fail'd both alike. The h 
Fletcher did not fail for want of n 
Skill, for with good matter he could in 
have made a good arrow : Mr. Cc 
- White's Failure th not proceed from 
want of Learning, for if he had 
_ Choſen a good cauſe he could have 
managed it well. The arrow that 
the Fletcher made of a Pigs tail was 
worſe than any made by his contem- 
ned Neighbours : And Mr. Mhites 
Book is fuller of groſs abſurditics 
and palpable fooleries than ever any 
Book was Publiſhed by the meaneſt 
of them, whom he proudly calls, 
Theologorum Vulgus. | 
XIII, But before I proceed to prove 
my charge againſt him; I have one 
queſtion to ask. Why did Mr. 
White never make any exception from 


his general Poſition, of all affections 01 
remaining after Death ? If no exce fo 
tion is to be made, my charge is made fu 

ood: by his own grant. If any is to ii 
be made, why does he never mention b. 


it? Shall we ſay: He did not think- I } 
py” e on't? 
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on't ? Truly I cannot ſuppoſe him 


to have been ſuch an unthinking Block- 
head, that treating largely of this 
matter, no affection comprehended 


in any of my three exceptions, ſhould 


come into his min 
XIV. In order to make good my 
charge; I muſt diſtinguiſh between Sin- 
full affections, and thoſe which are not 
Sinfull. A deſire to piſs, fear of bepiſ- 
ſing Breeches, a deſire to have a tooth 
pull'd out, and of having Phyſic work, 
are not Sinful. But a preference of 
Mahomets law to Chriſts Goſpel; 
Preſumption on Gods ee a Joy 
sfu 


for having committed a Succeſsful Rub- 


bery ; and delectation for having de- 
bauched a Woman; are Sinful afteRi- 
ons. Firſt I will make good my charge 
as to Sinful Affections, and Secondly ag 
to all. Mr. W#:te p. 86. Teaches that 
no Sinful Aﬀection is permitted to go 
unpuniſhed in the next Life: But Joy 
for having taken a Rich booty, is a Sin- 
ful affection, therefore it will be pun- 
iſhed.7, But how are Sinful affections to 
de puniſhed ? By pains, which God as 
Judge doth Judicially inflit ? Mr. 
ot hit 


Therefore thoſe affections remain in 


W Ao 
White ſays no? That is unneceſſary. p. 
5. That is impoſſible p. 104. If God did 
fo, he would contradict himſelf, p. 
113. How then are Sins to be pun- 
iſhed ? He anſwers: p. 16. By 
Puniſhments ſuch as naturally ſpring 
from the Sins themſelves. But how do 
- puniſhments naturally ſpring from the 
Sins themſelves? He anſwers : p. 79. 
Thoſe very affections continue in the 
Soul, and beceme her Torment. And 
* 5. The fury of the affections per- 
orm alone that Execution, which the 
Vulgar attribute to fire and Torments, 
Thus we ſee that the Sinfull affections 
of Joy and pleaſure muſt either remain 
in the next Life or go unpuniſh'd : 


the Soul, and become her Torment : 
Thatis to ſay, the Soul is Tormented 
with Joy and Pleaſure, But how 
long are theſe Joy and pleaſure to 
continue ? The anſwer is plain. So 
long as they are to be puniſht. If 
they ceaſe, Evils can no longer 
emerge from them; and the puniſh- 
ments of Sin Signifie the Evils which 
emerge from them, If the Joy and 
CERT | Delectation 
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Delectation are Venial Sins, they 
continue till the Reſurrection, mew 
the Soul is again enabled to retract them. 
But if they are Mortal Sins (as the 
Joy and Pleaſure aforeſaid are) they 
muſt be Eternal, becauſe the Soul is to 
be tormented eternally with them. | 
XV. Now I come to prove the 
Continuance of ſuch Affections as are 
not Sinful, by Proo's Common to All. 
Theſe Arguments are taken out of Acc. 
xvii. p. 153, 154, 156 1. Arg. Death 
frames its Creature according to the Pre- 
he diſpoſition of the Subject it works on, It 


5. produces ſuch an Entity as from the Man 
NW /o diſpoſed is producible. The Thoughts 
al BW and Affections, that Man had during 
d: the Courſe of his Life, deſign, by Im. 
= preſſions left, the Future Condition of 
it > 


his Soul. His Meaning in Plainer 
Terms is this. Death makes a Soul 
ſuitable to the Diſpoſitions of that Bo- 
dy, whereof the Soul is made. And 
theſe Diſpoſitions are the Affections, 
which the Man had. To this1 ſub- 
ſume. Fut in the Caſes by me alledg- - 
ed. Death made one Soul of a Man 
diſpoſed with a Deſire to piſs, and = 
4 oracr 
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Fear of bepiſfing. his Breeches; and 
the ſame may be. ſaid of all the Reſt. 


| ber'd with theſe Diſpoſitions and Af- 
fections; which after Death became 
Inmutabie. p. 154. 2 75 

XVI. Mr. White's Second Argu- 
ment is this. Affections in this Life 
have the Nature of Motion, whoſe Term 


Next Loſe, where they-become Immuta- 
ble. It bears that „ ect to the Antece- 


to the going to Rome, or being in 
Health 
Phyſician's Hand: So that for a Soul to 
| Know, to be joyful, or to be ſad in the 
Future World, is nothing elſe, but to re: 
main in that Af of Knowledge, Joy, 
or Sadneſs, into which by Foree of 
Death and Diſſolution it was tranſlated. 
Hence J argue. The Fear of bepiſſin 
his Breeches was a Motion, whoſe 
Term was the ſame Fear remaining in 
the Future World: But all Motion 
ends in its Term; therefore that Fear 
of bepiſſing Breeches ends in the eps 
| : "FE rate 


- other Soul of a Man prediſpoſed with | 


Therefore Death made a Soul Incum- 


, is the having the ſame Aﬀettions in the 


dent Life, which the ve at Rome ha 


as to the Cure wrought by the 


7 „„. 
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rated Soul's Fear of bepiſſing its 
Breeches. The ſame may be ſaid of a 


Robber's Joy, and all other Affections, 


both Sinful and Innocent, by me al- 
ledged; and Thouſands of others as 
Ridiculous. . | 

XVII. Here it appears clear that I 
have father'd nothing on him, but 
what is his own, but what ſprung from 
bis own Brain: He may call it his Pro- 


pria Minerva; but ſurely Vulcan gave 
| him a damn'd Blow on the Pate, when 


he ſtruck ſuch Notions as tEzfe out of 
his Noddle. 


XVIII. But now that I have men- 
| tion'd his Arguments, it may be ex- 


pected that I give my Opinion of 
them, whether Good, or Bad. Ifay 
they are Good enough to ſhew what 
is Mr. Wh:te's Opinion in the Matter, 
but they are Good for nothing elſe. 


The Firſt ſeems to conſiſt of pure 


Particulars, which every Logician 


knows to be Naught. This it zeems to 
be. In ſome Mutations the Qualities of 


of the Precedent Subject remain in the 
New Product: But the Production of a 
Soul out of 4 A. Suh ſtance is 


ſome 
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fome Mitition : Therefore, Sc. But if | 
to mend the Form of the Argument, 


he would make the 14ajor an Univerſal 

Propoſition, thus: In all Mutations 

the — and Diſpoſitions of the 
6 


Precedent Subject remain in the New 


Product. This indeed mends the 


Form, but quite ſpoils the Matter of 
his Argument: For his Major will de 
found Falſe in more Caſes than it is 


True. As it would be Ridiculous for 
a Philoſopher to ſay, becauſe Gun 


Powder is Black, Hard, and Denſe, 
therefore when Flame is made of it, 
the Blackneſs, Hardneſs, and Denſity 


muſt remain in the Flame; or to ſay * 


Fire muſc be Cold, becauſe it is produ- 


ced of a Cold Steel, and Cold Flint. 


XIX. But leaving Generals, and 


coming to this Particular Mutation, 


which we are 4 of, 1 thus ar- 
gue againſt Mr. White's Argument. 
Where there is the greateſt Diſſimilitudt 

between the Precedent Subjeth and the 
Wem Product, there are the feweſt of 


the Old Subjef”s Oualities remaining 4 
e 


the New Product: But when a Corporeal 
Subſtance is new minted imo a _—_ 
8 Flo 
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(In anſwering Mr, White's Argument iii 
1uſe his Expreſſions, but I do not ap- 
prove them) there is the greateſt Diſſi- 
militude between the New Product and 
Precedent Subject: Therefore in that 
Mutation feweſt of the Qualities of the 
Precedent Subject remain: Fewer than 
in the Change of Gun Pewder into 
Flame. The Minor of this Argument 
is Mr. White s. p. 104. 5 
XX. His Second Argument has 
Two Aſſertions Falſe and Senſeleſs. 
Firſt. Aﬀettions of this Life have the 
Nature of Motion. Affections and 
Deſires are Permanent Qualities. Se- FT 
| cond. Their Term is the Continuance 1 
of them in the Next Life, If there is 
any thing of Motion, or like Motion | Wl 
d in them, they have their Term in this 
n, Life. If this Argument had any Force, 
r- it would prove the Soul of a Horſe to 
r. de Immortal. When a Horſe defires to 
de eat. Oats, this Deſire is a Motion, 
be | whoſe Term is the like Deſire remain- 
of ing in the Horſe's Soul after Deathz 
4 aud there is as much Reaſon to ſay this 
R it of a Man. This 
#5: - Ws - AS - 


I · She og ene See 


44 A Jiem of L 


* * *** 


I think, I ſay Mr. White 


e deſerves to be exploded 
with Deriſion. 


XXI. Tho' Mr. White's Doctrine is 


fo Groundleſs, and his Proofs fo 


Weak, yet he is wonderfully fond of 
them, and, in Pity to his Opponents, | 


And yet, alas! Theſe Divines again 


whom this Diſpute engages us, chuſe ra- 


ther to wander thro all ſorts of Abſurdi- 


ties, than yield to ſo Imperious à Truth. 


I ſuppoſe his Meaning is, he gives the 
Word of Command, and it is the Du- 


ty of Mankind to ſubmit to him. So 


it is well termed an Imperious Truth. 


For he was not, nor could he be. ſo 
great a Blockhead, ſo Senſeleſs a Fool, 


às to think his Arguments were convin- · 


cing. 5 
XXII. Here is given an Occaſion to 
ask a Queſtion. How was it poſſible 


that a Learned and Witty Man, a 
Mr. White is granted to be, ſhoul 


fall into ſuch palpable Errors and 
Fooleries ? If | ma ry ſpeak what 
net, nor 

could not fall into ſuch Errors; but 
that he writ them againſt his owe Con- 
- "WY ſcience 
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ſcience and Belief: Which I prove, 
becauſe himfelf contradicts by the bye, 
what he profeſſedly maintains. It 
nbproleſſedly he teaches, Acc. x. p. 79. 
e on the other hand maintain, that the 

_ Soul parting from the Body, continues in, 

. and purſues the ſame Afections, which in 
wp this Life ſhe had contracted, and thoſe 

- very ſame Afﬀettions become her Tor- 

. ment till the laſt Day of Judgment, 
e when ſhe is enabled to retract them. He 
1 contra dicts this, and ſhews he does 
0 not believe it to be true. For Acc. xi. 
L p. 101. he ſays, The Soul ſuffers by its 
o BB KRepentance for its paſt Deviations, 
U 

n 


Now I ſay, He that believes a Soul re- 
pents its former Sins, or Sinful Aﬀecti- 
ons, cannot believe ſhe purſues thoſe 


o Alffections ſtill, or continues to have all 
le thoſe Dcfires, that ſhe repents for ha - 
a ving bad. Repentance is a Retractati- 
| on: Yet Mr. White ſays a Soul does 
1d BE repent bat cannot retract, ſhe is tor- 
at mented at once with Sinful Deſires, 


or and Repentance of thoſe Sinful De- 
ut fires. Pardon me, if I ſay Mr. White 
n- did not believe Both, tho he teaches 


Both. 
N Gz-  - "a 
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XXIII. Accompt xiv. p. 126. he 
writes thus. It is apparent that upon e- 
very Actual Internal Mortal Sin, an E- 
ternal Privation of the Beatifical Viſion 
muſt of its own Nature enſue, together 
with thoſe Griefs which ſpring either 
| from the Loſs or Impotence of obtaining 
the affected Falſe Goods, or the Conſide- 
ration of True ones neglected. Here a- 
gain I ſay, That the Soul doth not 
continue in her old Affections of neg- 
lecting the True Goods, tho' in her 
Life ſhe had them; becauſe now ſhe 
grieves for Loſs of thoſe Goods, which 
before ſhe neglected and contemned. 
This is too Plain a Contradiction for 
Mr. White to believe Both Parts, 
tho' he teaches Both. | 
r . 
An Evil Life of its own Nature leads a 
Sinner into Eternal Miſery. Acc. Xii. 
p. 101. he ſays: That Miſery is Inex- 
plicable, and repreſented to us by the Se- 
vereſt Puniſhments we are acquainted 
with. I ſay: He that believes this, 
cannot believe the Soul is immeaſurably 
tranſported with Joy and Pleaſure for 
having committed Sin, and neglected 
true Beatitule. XXV. 
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XXV. Why then did Mr. White 


teach this, if he did not think it true? 
I think this was the Cauſe. Love of 


| Singularity made him ſcorn to write 


what - another thought 2 And he 
judged that he ſhould * 2 himſelf 
more by defending a Bad Cauſe, than a 
Geod One. As hte ie is faid to 
have affirm'd that an Orator ought ra- 
ther to defend the Guilty than the In- 
nocent, Nut Truth needed no De- 
fence, I confeſs, it would ſhew more 
Art to juſtiſy Herod and Jex abel, than 


Jefiah or Eſther : But he who would 


Credit by ſuch a Task, muſt do 
it better than Mr. White has done his, 
or he will gain no Honor. 


C44 
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AFrange Paradoxof Mr. White. 


I. K AR. White denies that God in- 
11 flicts any Torments on Souls 
in Hell, or Purgatory, for which he 


brings Two. very particular Reaſons, | 


Acc. Xii. p. 103, 104, Which I will 
anſwer as well as I can. | / 
II. Fir, he ſays: It is impoſſible 
that Pains fhould be aſſign'd to Sins; 
for that there can be o Proportion be- 


tween Pain and Sin. I ſuppoſe, he 


thinks we will allow that Puniſhment 
is not Juit, where there is no Propor- 
tion between it and the Fault, for 
Which it is inflicted, Juſtice requires 
Equality; but there can be no Equali- 
ty between an Act of the Will (where- 


in Sin conſiſts) and Pain: Where 


fore an Act of the Will never de- 
ſerves Pain. His Second Argument is. 


Pains cannot compenſate Sins, there 


fore they are not to be inflicte J. I 
think this is his Meaning. by 


W a, „ cs. th. > Id a (4 
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HI. This 1 call a Paradox, as being 
contrary to the Opinion of the Vul- 
gar. For Vulgar Legiſlators and Ma- 
giſtrates think that Hanging may be in- 
flicted on a Man, and Burning on a 


Woman, for Treaſon: Vulgar Ma- 


ſters are of Opinion that their Scho- 
lars or Servants may be beaten for 
Negligence: And Vulgar Parents think 
it no Injuſtice to whip their Child for 


telling a Lye. But all this ſeems to 


Mr. White, who is raiſed (in his own 
Conceit) above the Vulgar, to be 
meer Imaginations of Gross and Un- 
refined Intellects. - = 
IV. For Proof of his Firſt Argu- 
ment, thus he Reaſons. Things that 
are ranked in divers Prædicaments can- 
not be compared to each other, ſo as to 
make Equality, or Proportion tending to 
Equality. For Example: Tis fooliſh to 
ſay, This Horſe runs juſt as as faſt, as 

that Swan is White: The Road from 
London to Rome is as long, as an Ele- 
phant is ſtrong: Theſe he ſays are the 
Compariſons of Fools; and herein 1 
aſſent to bim. But now comes the Ap- 
plication, which I will give you in his 
N C oer 
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own Words: p. 104. Theſe are the com- 
pariſons of Fools, But I beſeech you, can 
any Corporeal thing, ſo differ from another 
corporeal thing as it doth from a ſpiritual? 
If then this is impoſſible, what Rule of 
Proportion can we invent between Burn. 
ing, and willing that is Sinning? and yet 

upon this compariſon ftands all the Fa- 

brick of my Opponents Doctrine: For take 
away the proportion het wit the Action 
of the Fire upon the Soul, and its aſ- 
ſent to Sin, and it 1s impoſſible that 
pains ſhould be aſſign d to, and Compen- 
fate Sins, and ſuch a duration in Flames 


correſpond to ſo much Heighnouſneſs in 
A 


Voluntary griefs be under ſtbod to be 
the Puniſhment of Sin, they being the 
very effects thereof, they mut al'o of 
neceſſity keep exacteſt proportion with 
it: The Siys themſelves MMeaſitring out 
their own Puniſhments, 

V. By this argument Gods Juſtice 
and Judgments are arraign'd. For 


. ©  befides Hell and Purgatory the Scrip- 
ture "teaches that Sodom, Gomorrah 
Tc. Were burnt with fire and brim: 


ſtone: Here was burning aſfigr d to 
| Tx? 2 willing 
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willing, that is Sinning, tho Mr. 


Water, as between Sin and Fire: As 


days of Noah, and Pharaoh in the red 


tator that Ever gave that gloſs. Vet 


Brimſtone ? If that were true; it 


would have been no more need of 
material fire in Sodom than in Hell: The 


lage: Shall we ſay, one Mans Sin was 
equal to a Hogſhead of rain Water, a- 
nother to a Tun, and the whole Colle- 


Mhite condemns it. Again there is 
as little proportion between Sin and 


little between Sinning and Drowning 
as between airing and Burning. 
Yet God drown'd the World in the 


Sea, for their Sins. If Mr. White 
will ſay Sodom was burnt only with 
metaphorical Fire, and the World 
drown'd only in Figurative Water: 
I believe he will be the Fir ſt commen- - 

without it how ſhall we find propor- 
tion 2. Shall we ſay the luſt of the 
Sodomites was as hot as Fire and 


might ſerve Mr. White's.tarn. There 
Sodomites would have been ſufficiently 


puniſhed by pains naturally ſpringin 
from the Sins themſelves. As to In o- 


ction of Human Sins to all the ay 
- | 5 


3 A View of 
that cauſed the Deluge? Shall we ally 
fay: The Red Seca was juſt as deep as 
I haraob was obſtinate and the Waters 
as ſuTocating to the Egyptians. as they 
were Hard*chearted towards the Iſrae- 
litesꝰ If we fay fo, Mr: White will laugh 
at us for running into the Compariſons 
of Fools. If we do not {ay fo: he will 
traduce us for believing, theſe Hiſto- 
ries: For he will fay ; upon the equa- 
lity between ſinning and burning, and 
between ſinning and drowning, ſtands 
the whole fabrick of their Doctrine who 

believe theſe Stories to be true ones. 
VI. Beſides ſhewing the oppoſition 
his argument has to Faith and Reli- 

gion, and to the written Word of 
God : It is neceſſary that I give a 


direct and © Categorical anſwer ;. 


which F will do as well as I can : 
Where 1 am defeftive I make no 
doubt but ſome more Learned will 
anſwer better; it being Gods cauſe 
and defenſe of his Juſtice and Go» 
vernment, which engage me. 
VII. Firſt 1 fay : It is true in a 
right Senſe. that there ought to be 
Proportion between offence and Pu. 
| 1 nilhment 
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niſkment ; That is to ſay. The Puniſh- 


ment ovght not to be greater than the 
Offence deſerves, To inflift a great 


Puniſhment for a ſmal Fault is not Ju-. 


ſtice, but cruelty. Proportion ought to 
be between the Puniſhment and the 
Demerit, or deſert of the Fault; there 
is no need of proportion between 


them, as to their Bulk. When God 


commanded Five Kine to be reſtored 
for one Stolen, and. four Sheep for 
one Sheep: He did not make Equa- 
lity in Bulk or Worth, but to the 
demerit of the Crime. When a Man 


is hang'd and quarter'd for clipping 


the Money of the Nation, the Exe- 
cutioner cuts off a far bigger piece 
from the Criminal, than he ever cut 
from the Shilling. or balf Crown, 
that he N Yet I deny that Juſtice 
1s violated, becauſe the offender 


deſerved what is inflicted upon him. 
In like manner I fay as to demerit; 


as to what a Wicked Man deſerves 
there is proportion between his Sinning 


in this World, and burning in Hell. To 


me this anſwer ſeems Satisfactory. 
VIII. If any other proportion is 


required. I ſay : Belides _ 


an 
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FP 
and Proportion tendivg to pity; 
there is another proportion of Cau- 
fality. As is expreſſed when we 
Fay : Such a cauſe is proportion'd to 
the Production of ſuch an effect. 
This Second ſort of proportion is 
found between things that are not 
ranked in the ſame Predicament. 
For example. Motion is not in the 
ſame Predicament with Fire, or Man. 
Yet when a Man throws a bowl, or 
fire makes the pot boile, Man and 
Fire cauſe Motion. A rod is not 
equal in bigneſs with a lye: But ſome · 
times telling a lye is not only the 
caufe why a Father W hips his Child, 
but alſo the very cauſe of his making 
a rod. See here Cauſality between 
m lyeanda rod. 
X. Now I add that the proportion 
between Fault and Puniſhment is the 
proportion of Cauſality. Puniſh. . 
ments propoſed are ſometimes the 
cauſes of avoiding Sin, Oderunt pe- 
care mali 1 pane, And Sins 
committed are the cauſes of Puniſh- 


ments inflicted. Therefore the pro- 
Portion required to juſtify perial Laws 


nor incongruous. 
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or infliction of Puniſhments is that 
of Cauſality, which Mr. White's 


argument neither proves impoſſible, 


X. I anſwer ag in. 1 grant there 


is no proportion tending to equality 


between an Act of the will, and 
burning (tho Mr. White's Argument 


doth not force me to it: For both are 


placed in the ſame predicaments) yet 


to make a puniſhment juſt : It is 


Sufficient to find proportion between 
the Sin that is the Act of the Will; 
and the effect of burning or other 
pains, which the patient is unwilling, 
or ſuppoſed to be unwilling, to en- 


dure. Now the willingneſs to Sin, 
and the willingneſs to eſcape burning 


or unwillingneſs to endure burning 
are of the fame kind, and proporti> 


on'd to each other, So a rod and 


a lye: A rope and a rape are not of 


the ſame kind, but the Acts of the 
Will, to Wit, the defire to do one, 


and the averſion to endare the other, 


are of the lame kind. The intention 


of Legiſlators is that the Unwillingneſs 
to undergo the penalties ſhoald be 
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ry propoſe penalties, Eut it they 
nd : Pains propoſed do not prevail 
over the Willingneſs to commit 


crimes; then they inflit puniſhments, 


that the Stubborn Willtulneſs exer- 
ciſed in committing the crime con- 
trary to the Will and Command of 


the Law giver ſhould be repaid with. 
Unwillingneſs, that is: With Pains 


which cauſe Unwillingne's in endu- 

riig them Here is proportion be- 
" tween things of the ſame kind, ſuf- 
ficient to juſtify the proceeding of 
God and Human Legiſlators. - 

Xl. I cannot paſs over (without 
taking notice) his aſſertion: That 


voluntary Griefs being the very ef- 


feats of din muſt needs keep exact 


proportion with it. This I ſay is 


falſe, and the Proof of it as weak, 
as his would be, who ſhould argue 


that becauſe a Plum is the et E 
the 


ſect of a Plum- tree, it muſt be o 
ſame bigneſs as the Tree that produ- 
ces it. We ſometimes find a great 
Tree produce ſmall Fruit, a oy 
= __ _ Oake 


ſtronger, than the Willingneſs to 
commit Crimes: And to that End 
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Oake ſmall Acorns; Whereas a Peach- 


tree far leſs, brings much larger Fruit. 


So ſome Men are much more aſhamed 
and Grieved for a ſmall fault than 


others for a heinous one. Some have 


taken a greater Grief for having been 


Curprized in a poſture indecent-to be 


ſeen in; then Captain Vrats did for 
the horrid Murther of Mr. Thynne. 


Falſe therefore is it to ſay; griefs 


flowing from Sins muſt needs bear 
exact proportion to them. 5 
XII. Now I come to anſwer his 
Second argument; to wit; that pains 
cannot compenſate Sins, thereſore 
are not to be inflicted on Sinners. 


Here | am glad I find a Doctrine of 


Mr. White, to which I can give a 


Catholick and true interpretation. 
For whereas there are two forts of 


compenſation; To Wit : reparation 
of Damages, and ſatisfaction of Jn- 
ſtice. As to the firſt, it is very true, 
that Pains cannot compenſate Sins. 
For when a Man commits a Murder 
or burns his Neighbors Houſe, and 
tor ſo doing is hang'd and damned : 
Neither this punithment of God, 
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nor Man; neither hanging in this 


World, nor damnation in the next, 
doth reſtore the dead Man to Life, 


or rebuild the Houſe demoliſned: 


So far it is true that Puniſhments 
cannot compenſate Sins. But I deny 
that this. compenſation is Neceſſary 


to render Puniſhments juſt and rea- 


ſonable. And indeed. I never read 
nor heard of a judge in Criminal 
Lauſes, that preten ed to it, except 
Prince Trapolin, who made it his 
Care to award Compenſating penalties. 
1 will give an inſtance of his Juſtice. 


A Widow came. to him to require 
Juſtice againſt a Coachman, who . 


had driven his Coach over her only 
Child, and had kill'd it. The fa 
Was proved, and it appear'd by evi- 


dence that the crime was wilfal, or 


proceeding from the groſſeſt Negli- 


gence. - Prince Trapolin's Juſtice was 


too incorrupt to let this crime go 


unpuniſh'd, but did inexorably con- 


demn the Coachman : And his Pe- 


nalty was to lye with the Woman 


till be had got her with Child of 


another. One might think the 2 * 
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had been a Diſciple of Mr. White: 
For bis Sentence fits Mr. White's | 
principles to a hair. Firſt, the 
occaſion of undergoing the Penalty 
I did naturally ſpring from the Fault. 
| Secondly,. here was Compenſation 
amied at. Thirdly, the Puniſhment. 
| was an Act of Commutative, not Vindi- 
| cative Juſtice, Fourthly, The Puniſh» 
ment bears the Proportion, that Mr, 
pit requires; that is to ſay : As the 
Crime was voluntary, fo the enduring. 
* Þ ofthe Puniſhment would be (as we may 
well think) voluntary and-ſpontaneous. 
& XIII. But tho” I grant, pains do not 
Compenſate Sins in that ſenſe, yet I 
ſay, they do Compenſate Sins, if by 
| 
) 


Compenſation is underſtood, Satis- 
faction of Juitice. And becauſe pains 
atisly Juſtice, therefore they may 
be Juſtly aſſign'd to Sins, and in- 
5 Þ flitedon Sinners. Which thus I prove. 
D XIV. Chriſtian Faith | teaches that 
I" Chriſt was Crucify'd for our Sins, 
and that by pains and Death he ſa- 
tisty'd for us. He Suffered Tor- 
ments litterally, not Metaphorically. 
Here were pains affign'd to —— 
ven 
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A View of 

Even in him who did not commit 
them. And ſurely Mr. Hhite will 
not ſay that Chriſt's Torments were 
natural conlequences of our Sins, or 
that they did naturally ſpring and 
emerge from them. But God who 
did ſend him to be our Redeemer, 
did voluntary command him to ſub- 


mit to thoſe pains and Death. Theſe 


pains were voluntary in reſpect of 
God : Yet Mr. White Acc. 13. p. 
113. affirms that God, as Author of 
nature would contradict himſelf, if 
be inflicted voluntary Torments and 
Puniſhments. | 


XV. Gods Motive of commanding 


Chriſt to ſubmit to Death, was that 
infinite Juſtice might be fatisfyed. 
Whence I argue thus. That which 
made Satisfaction for Sins did Com 
penſate Sins: Eut the Paſſion and 
Death of Chrict did make Satisfacti · 
on for Sins: Therefore the Paſſion 
and Death of Chriſt did Compenſate 
Sins. We believe that Chriſt's Death 
made a reparation of Gods Honour.. 
We ſay, the diſhonor our diſobedi- 
ence and Sins had done to God was 
repair d 
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repair'd by the obedience, and free 
Sufferings, of Christ. On this ac- 
count God commanded him to dye, 
and he dyed. We cannot apply Mr. 
White's motives of Puniſhment to his 


| Caſe, We cannot ſay : God com- 


manded he ſhould be ſlain: Becauſe 
he was Pernicious, and might do a 
great deal more miſchief ; nor that 
others might be deterr'd from fol- 
lowing his example by the Sight of 
his Puniſhments. „ 

XVI. But as in the precedent 
Chapter I ſhew'd that Mr. White 
contradicted himſelf ; ſo I will do 
him ſo much Juſtice, as to do the 
like in this, for tho uſually it is no 
Honour to an Avthor, to have it 
ſhew'd that he contradicts himſelf ; 
yet it muſt be an abatement of diſho- 
nour, to Hive it proved that he con- 
tradicts inch frantick Doctrine, as I 
have impugn d here. It is a greater 
_ ement to have a ſettled mad-. 
nels, than oniy ſometimes to rave 
in a fit of an intermitting Feavor 
ſo I will ſhew that out of his fit, he 
is quite another Man. 

CI ge XVII. 
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When he wrote his Fifth Acc, 
39, 40. Where he cites the Advice 
of Chris. Matth. v. 26. Luke xii. 


XVII. He was out of his Fit 


2 


58. by which we are adviſed to 
agree with our Adverſary in the 
Way, leſt he deliver us to the 
Judge, and the Judge to the Execu- 


tioner, who will with Rigor exact 


the Debt. Mr. White thus pro- 


ceeds. We are taught, we mul 
ſmart for our Offences in the laſt 


Day of Judgment, and then make [a 


tisfaction to thoſe we have injured. 


Which Paſſages, if they be urged, will 


Convince us that there is Remiſſion of 


Sins, and that not withoat Fire and 


Torments in the Day of Judgment. 
And Acc. vi. p. 43. He ſays, Fire is 
| 4 1 Examiner of the ſeveral Aloys. 

at is to ſay, Fire is fit to diſtin⸗ 


iſn what Works are pure Gold 
ilver, or Precions Stones; an 


what have a Mixture of Wood, 
Hay, or Stubble; To the end that 


the Day of the Lord may declare, 


and Fire may try of what kind the 


Works of every one is; and who 


I 
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ſnall be ſaved, ſo as by Fire. Here 


Mr. White aſſigns Pams to Sins, and 


ſuch a Duration in Elames to ſo much 
Heinouſneſs of Offence. Theſe are 
Pains which do not naturally ſpring 


from the dins themſelves, nor can be 
reduced te Commutative Juſtice; for 


at the Day of Judgment one Adverſary 
will not be the better for his Adverſa- 
ry's Puniſhment. Here the Diſpute 
between Catholicks and Mr. White is 
not, whether Pains are aſſigned to Sins 
or not ? The Difference is in Point of 

Time when they are affign'd ? Catho- 


licks believe that Imperfect Chriſtian 


Souls are puniſh'd in the Interval be- 


tween Death and Reſurrection. Mr. 


White affirms the ſame to be done; but 
in = Day of Judgment, after Refur- 
rection. N 


64 4A Pien of 
Cu ap. VII. 


Three Philoſophical Abſurdities of | 


Mr. White. 


IJ. A CC. xvii. p. 156, He taxes his 

Adverſaries of Abſurdity for 

ſaying the Soul of Man is an Entity. 

If he taxes them for ſaying the Soul 

united to the Body is a Compleat Enti- 

2 his Accuſation is Wrongful © But if 
e 


blames them for laying ſimply the 


Soul is an Entity, the Abſardity lies at 
his own Door, for denying it. If a 


Soul is 10 Entity it is no thing. And 


what can be more abſurd than to ſay a 


rational Soul is a rational Nothing? 


Our Body is inform'd with a Nothing; 
by Death our Body loſes its Nothing, 
and at the Reſurrection we ſhall reco- 
ver anew our old Nothing. | 


II. There is an Axiom in Philoſophy. 


Idem, reſpectu e juſdem, non poteſt ſimul 
eſſe in Actu, & in Potentia. Hence 
Mr. White inferrs, where there is an 
Intellective Power, it is * 
| | cre 
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there ſhould be Actual Knowledge. 
Acc. Xvii. p. 157. . | 
| III. Acc. xii. p. 106. Mr, IV/hite 

K teaches. That one Difference between 
f Þ the Pain of Body, and of a Spirit, is 

this. Bodily Pain the longer it laſts, 

the worſe it is to him who endures 
is it: But to a Spirit Duration neither 
r adds nor diminiſhes. So that accor- 
y. ding to Mr. Mhite, it is all one to a 
11 Soul, to go to Purgatory for a Mi- 
- nute, and to go to Hell for all Eterni- 
if ty. His Proof is. If Pain coexiſtin 
e with a Minute is as long as that which 
at is Eternal, it is all one whether the 
a Pain is for a Minute or for all Eternity. 


d But the Pain of- a Spirit coexiſting 

a Þ with a Minute's Duration, is as long 

o as that which is Eternal: Therefore it 

g; is all one whether the Pain of a Soul ies 

2 for a Minute, or for all Eternity. I i 

0+ cannot ſay he proves his Minor, but he WW 
Jaſſerts it with grand Aſſurance, as it | 

y. is uſnal with him when he advances a 'F 

ul Paradox, which he cannot prove. He 


ce ſays, p. 108. A Spiritual Act, to 
an which the Duration of one only Inſtant 
le Þ 5 2ſignd, hath no Duration at all: But 


66 A View of 
if an Indiviſible Duration be aſſign'd it, 
equal to any part of Time, the very Sup: 


poſition it ſelf conſtitutes it of à Superi- | 


or, and more Noble Order; and exalts 
it above the Reach of all, or any Time 
aſſignable. And, a little after, con- 
cludes; It is then irreſiſtably true, that 
every Duration of ſuch an Act of its 
own Nature is Eviternal. Alſo, p. 
105, he ſays; Every Act of a Pure 
Spirit refletted on it ſelf, being of its 
own Nature out of the reach of Time, 1s 
not ſubject thereto, but greater than the 
whole Extenſion of Time, But 1 ſub- 
ſume: That Duration, which is ereat- 
er than the whole Extenſion of Time; 
has no End; therefore every Act of a 
Pure Spirit either is Eternal, or equal 
to what is Eternal. Tho' Singularity 
is a Fault remarkable in Mr. Whire, 
this Doctrine may be in ſome ſort ex- 
cuſed from it : For tho' it is Singular, 

yet it is built upon a Principle, which 
is not Singular. Mr. White ſcorns to 
take a Truth from any other Body: 
But if he can find a Falſity that has 

a Patron, he embraces it readily. 
This is his Principle. The Duration 
0 
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of a Spirit is not Time, but Evi- 


Sun, or of 


ternity; which is not ſucceſſive, and 
has no Parts: Therefore the Pain 


of a Soul coexiſting with one only 


Minute of Time hath a Duration, 
equal to Satan's Damnation, and if 
its Duration be equal with Satan's, 
it is as long as Satan's. The Pain of 


this Soul 1s not for part of Eviter- 


nity, but for a whole Eviternity. 
| am perſuaded that the Catholick 
Abettors of that Principle would 


forſake it, if they thought Mr. White's 


Conſequence did really follow out 


of it. But they deny the Conſe- 
quence. They ſay : (if I do not 


miſtake them) tho” the Pain of a Soul 


coexiſting with only One Minute of 


Time has intrinſecally a Duration 


equal to Satan's Damnation, yet 


there is not ſo much extrinſecal Time, 
that coexiſts with it, or paſſes by it, 
and on that account it is better to be 
endured, Mr. White rejets this 


Anſwer ; ſaying, p. 107. That no- 


thing is gained or loſt by the Perpetuity, 

or Interruption of the Motions of the 
be 9 Bodies. 
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IV. It is indeed beyond my Ca- 
pw to apprehend that an thing can 
e intrinſecally long and extrinſecally 


ſhort either in Quantity or Duration. 
He muſt have a Head more Subtile 
than mine, who can -imagine, that 

there is a Line above a Thouſand 


Miles long intrinſecally, but a Short 
Line of only Three Inches being ex- 
trinſecally applied to it, ſhall lye b 
it all along, and outreach it at bot 
Ends : Or that there is a Duration 
intrinſecally more than a Thouſand 


Yeats long : But a Short Duration 


of Three Days Space ſhall begin be- 


fore it, coexiſt all along with it, and' 


continue after the End of it. 

V. For my part I abſolutely re- 
ze& the Principle. I do not diſallow 
the Difference, at leaſt in Terms, 
between Time and Eviternity. I al. 
low that the Duration of Bodies is 
Time, of Spirits Eviternity : But J 
lay neither of theſe Durations is Per- 
manent, both are Succeſſive, and 
have Parts Precedent, and Subſequent 
This is my Reaſon. Where there 


is no Succeſſion in Duration, there 


— — — 


can 
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can be no Priority or Poſteriority, 
or Intrinſecal Mutation : Whoever 
has a Permanent Duration is eſſentiallx 
Immutable : But this is an Attribute of 
God incommunicable to any Creature 
therefore no Creature can have a Du- 
ration in which is ne Succeſſion. 

VI. For manifeſting what I ſay, 

I take this Inſtance. Chriſt died on 
Good Friday, I ſuppoſe about 3 a 
Clock in the Afternoon, then his Bo- 
dy and Soul were Separated. On 
Eaſter Day he roſe again, I ſuppoſe 
about 4 2a Clock in the Morning, 
then the Separation of Body and 
Soul, from each other, determin'd 
and ceaſed. Now I ſay, Chriſt's 
Soul was feparated from His Body 
juſt as long as His Body was ſeparated 
from His Soul. The Meaſure of one 
Separation was Time, the Meaſure 
of the other was Eviternity; yet 
they were Equal, they were Mutuaſ 
they began together, and Ende 
together. I ſpeak my Mind plainly. 
Chriſt's Body was ſeparated from His 
Soul 38 Hours of Time: And His 
Soul was ſeparated from His Body 

FFF for 


the Propriety of Spiritual Natures: 
That I am like the Fathers and Do- 
ctors beguiled by Fancy into this un- 
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for 38 Hours of Eviternity : That is 
for ſuch a Part of Eviternity as was 
equal to 38 Hours of Time : And 
this Time was as fit to Meaſure that 
Part of Eviternity as a Taylors 
Weoden Yard is to Meaſure a Yard 
of Gold lace. Why is a Wooden 


Yard fit to Meaſure a Yard of Gold 
Lace? Becaule it is juſt as long; tho 


upon other accounts there is much 
Difference in Nature between Wood 
and Gold Lace. So this Part of 


Time being juſt as Long as that Part 


of Eviternity is a fit Meaſure for it. 
Here J cannot aſſent to Mr. hte 
and others, who ſay; the ſeparation 


| of Christ's Soul from His Body was 


intrinſecally more than a Thouſand 
Years long; or that Chi$#s Soul 
had a Duration of a Million of Years 
between Separation and reunion, | 
cannot forbear calling this Nonſenſe. 

VII. Here Mr. White tells me, 
that it is apparent, I totally miſtake 


wary Perſwaſion. But Mr. White 
| | ...*- -ſhould 
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is Þ ſioutd have proved it as well as ſaid 
18 it, for he is not with me an Author 
d to be ſubmitted to. Others tell me: 
at I forſake Reaſon to adhere to Senſe. 
's I fay: I had rather adhere to Senſe, 
'd than advance Nonſenſe : But as for 
n florſaking Reaſon, I am not ſenſible of 
11 it. I confeſs I oppoſe Authors, whom 
o Þ 1 highly reverence: But I never ſaw 
ch a Reaſon againſt me. Suarez holds 
od Þ the Opinion which I reject, but 
of gives no Reaſon; and when he does 
irt not, I have a ſtrong Opinion none 
elfe ca. VV 
ite VIII. After Mr. IVhite has taught 
on that a Spiritual Act of the Soul Co- 
vas exiſting with One Minute is equal 
nd to what is Endleſs; to make the Jeſt 
oul B ſtill more Remarkable he affirms, 
ars Acc. 22, p. 205, that the Pain of a 
4 Separated Soul is very Short, that 
i all the Time that intervenes between 


me, Death and Reſurrection of the Per- 
ake ſon is to the Soul, but as One Mo- 
es: ment. Thus with him one Moment 
Do- is equal to Eternity, and Thouſands. 

um ® of Years are but equal to a Moment. 


ud Þ 1 IX. 
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IX. There is another Point of Do- 
Arine, to which I cannot aſſent. FÞ 
Acc. 4 p. 28. He ſays. Ir is known | 
ts thoſe that are never ſo little Spiritu- 
alized, that to be in Place ſuits only 
with Bodys. In another Place, he ſays 
the ſame of Time, According to this 
Doctrine; Spirits, when they per- 
form no Corporeal Operation, are 
exiſtent; but if you ask, where? No 


Where : If you ask, when ? Never, 
_ Beſides the palpable Nonſenſe of theſe 


Anſwers, | ſay, Christ's Soul de- 
ſcended into Hell. Put how was it in 
Hell, if it was nowhere? It went to 


Hell, to beatify the good Souls there, 


and to triumph over the Devils: But 
neither of theſe were Exterior Corpo- 


real Operations, neither are we taught 
that He perform'd any ſuch; There- 
fore He was in Hell by the Subſtance 


of his Soul, not by any Exterior O- 
peration. 5 : 


CHAP; 
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„Another of Mr. White's 40. 


E MI White holds that Separa - 

bility is no convincing Proof 
o of Actual Diſtinction. Acc. p. 100. 
r. He confeſſes that Mans Soul is ſepara- 


e ble from his Body, yet denies that 
e it is diſtinet, while it is in the Body: 
n He fays it is only diſtinguible. The 
0. ſame elſewhere he holds of Subſtance 
eq, and its Accidents; alſo of the Inte- 
It eral Parts of Quantity ; particularly 


»- of the Members of Mans Body. He 
it thinks it ſtrangely abſurd to ſay they 
e. are actually diſtinct. But as to that 
ce Matter I am even with him. I think 
). Þ his opinion as Fooliſh and Irrational, 
| as he can think mine to be. And be- 
ſides that, 1 hold his Opinion to be 
Prejudicial to Faith; oppoſite to the 

Word of God; Injurious to the Goſ- 

D. Þ pel; and Contradictory to the Do- 
Krine cf Chriſt. 
e „ I 
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II. For the diſproving of Mr. Whites. 
Error I lay down theſe grounds, which 
will appear evident beyond exception 
to all but thoſe whom Mr. Mhite's 
authority has ſo far prevail'd upon as 
to make them forego. their reaſon. | 


Firſt, for underſtanding of the Terms, 


I ſay theſe Terms are Synony- 


mous : To be indiſtindt, and, to be 


the ſame. As thele alſo are. To 


be diſtinct, and not to be the ſame, 


Secondly, we cannot ſpeak of any 
two objects Real, and Exiſtent, but 
either they are indiſtinct, or diſtinct. 
The Goſpel gives an account of Ma. 
ry ſurnam'd Magdalen; it allo gives 
account of Mary Siſter of Laxarus. 
Whence it follows that either Mary 


the Siſter of Lazarus was diſtinct 


from Mary Magdalen, or ſhe was 
indiſtinct. Thirdly : If the objects 
are diſtinct, they are properly two; 
if indiſtinct, properly and really 


they are but one; tho ſometimes Ne. 


tionally, and as objects, they are calld 
two. Thus becauſe John the Baptiſt 
and John the Apoſile were diſtinct, 


they were two Johns : But 9 


were not two Johns, but only one 
John. Fourthly, if the objects are in- 


diſtinct, and are the ſame, they may 


be predicated affirmatively of each 
other: As thus. John the Bapriſt 
was the Son of Zachary. If the 
objects are diſtin, and are not the 
ſame ; they may be predicated Ne- 
gatively thus : John the Bapriſt 


was not John the Apo5#Hle, The reaſon 
is this: The Word, (is,) or the Latin 


Word, (eſt,) import indiſtinction, 


or identity: And the Words, (is 
not,) or the. Latin Words, (non eſt,) 
import diſtinction. 

III. Now I fay : Every, think is 


indiſtin& from its own eſſence: And 
diſtint from 


is not the eſſence of that thing, there- 
fore it is diſtin& from the eſſence of 


that thing. It is not eſſential, there- 


fore it is diſtin from that which is eſ- 


ſential. Wherefore every. thing that 
is ſeparable, or as they Term it di- 
ſtinguible, is not inditive 3 it is 


actually 


My. Whites Principles, &c. > 
John the Baptiſk and John the Son 
of Zachary were indiſtint, they 


every thing elſe. 
Whatever 1s ſeparable from any thing 
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actually diſtin& from all that is not 
Ieparable; from all that is Eſſential. 
It appears that the Word adiſtingui- 
ble can ſcarce be uſed without Non- 
ſenſe, yet becauſe my adverſaries are 
fond of it, 1 will ule it ſometimes to 
—_—_— 
IV. The Latin Tongue is fitter 
for argumentation in Figure and mode 
than Ergliſh : At leaſt I can uſe it 
better, and will do ſo when it ſtands 
with my. convenience. And I will 
begin by putting the argument above 
in Latin. J 
V. Nullum eſſentiale eft. diſtingui- 
bile: Ergs Nullum diftinguibile eſt 
eſſentiale: Ergo nullum diſtinguibile eſt 
id quod et eſſentiale: Ergo, Nullum 
diſtinguibile est idem quod eſt eſſentiale: 
Ergo, Nullum diſtinguibile eſt indi- 
ſtinctum ab eſſemiali: Ergo omne 
diſtinguibile eſt diſtinctum ab eſ- 
ſentiali. 1 
VI. My firſt conſequence is made 
good by the rules of Converſion. 
Simpliciter Fec. Convertitur. The 
reſt are manifeſt by identity of 
r 5 
25 vn 
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VII. There is no branch of this 


Error that I hate more than that, 


which affirms the parts, or Members, 
of Mans Body are indiſtinct, as all 
other parts integral of Corporeal 


Subſtance. This brings a'more crab- 


bed difficulty to Solve, than other 
Branches can, and for that reaſon I will 
handle it at large; both to impugn 


what 1 hate, and defend what I hold 


as well as I can. . 
VII. Firſt I do not find any adverſa- 
ry ſay theſe propoſitions are true. Ca- 

put eſt pes. King Charl's Foot was 


cut off, when he was beheaded, 
Chriſt's Bones were broken, when 
His Skin was broken with Nails: Yet 


they ſay Head and Foot, Skin and 


Bones, are the ſame thing. This is 
incoherent, and contradicts it ſelf, as 
I will ſhew by theſe Syllogiſms. Om- 
ne id quod eſt Manus eſt Manus: Sed 


ne idem quod et Manus eſt id quod 
eſt Manus Sed Pes eſt idem quod et 


Manus: ergo, Pes es id quod et Ma. 
nus. Probo Minorem. Omme indi- 
8 | : Ninctum 
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Pes et id quod et Manus: Ergo, 1 
Pes eſt Manus. Probo Minorem. Om- i 


lia of 
ſtinctum a Manu eſt idem quod eſt 
Manus : Sed Pes eſt indiſtinctus a 
Mann: ergo Pes eſt idem quod eſt Ma- 
nut. If they deny the laſt Minor 
they give up their Cauſe; and, it 
being granted, all the reſt follows 
evidently ; yet they deny the Firſt 
en. 
IX. To this Argument, I have re- 
ceiv'd this Anſwer ; Nego Suppoſitum. 
I deny there is any ſuch thing as Hand, 
Foot, or any Parts, There is nothing 
but one thing, one T otum one Continuum 
er Intire Quantity without Parts. 
This An{wer uthers in another Error, 
if poſſible worſe than the Former; 
1 fay this is a New Error: For, as 
there is Difference between ſaying, 
God's Power and Wiſdom are Indiſtinct; 
and ſaying, God has neither Power 
nor Wiſdom : As there is difference 
between ſaying, Man's Underſtand: ng 
and Memory are indiſtinct, and ſaying, 
Man has. neither Underſtanding nor 
Memory: So there is difference be- 
twieen ſaying, a Mans Hand and Foot 
are indiſtintt, and ſaying, Aan has 
neither Hand nor Foot, nor Fleſh, nor 
125 | ; b Blood, 2 
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Blood, nor Bones: As is ſaid by the 


Plain as the Noſe on a Mans Face? 
And, I pray, is it not as plain, as 


Man has a Noſe on his face: Which | 


the waters, ey are all united in 


Givers of the mention'd Anſwer. 
Surely they have a mind to make us 
believe, there is no Difference either 
in Nature or Shape, between a Man 
and a Milſtone. | | 3 
KX. Firſt, J accuſe this Anſwer of 

incredible Impadence. Who could 
believe that a Philoſopher could 
(without bluſhing) deny, what is as 


the Noſe on a Mans Face, that, a 


is here denyed. Beſid:s this Abſur- 
dity brings them to another. The 
whole Orb of the Earth is One con= ³⁵³ 
tinued Quantity. Tho' ſome Countries 
are disjoyn'd from others at the I 
Top by the Sea : Yet, underneath 


one; the Earth is one Continuum; 
and if a Continuum has no Parts, the 
Earth has none. So there is neither 
ſuch a place as England, or Egypt, or 
Chanaau, or Mount Calvary ; there 
never was ſuch a City as Bethlehem, 


O 


80 ATView of 
or Jeruſalem. This is what my Op: 
ponents ought to ſay, and do ſay. 
Xl. I will not tax them of Infide- 
lity : But I cannot forbear telling 
them, they talk like Infidels : When 
they ſay there never was ſuch a City 
as Bethlehem; or ſuch a Mount as 
Calvary: They ſpeak like thoſe who 


the Former, and crucify'd upon the 
Latter. „„ 

World, and return to the AAicro- 
coſm. When they ſay: Chriſt had 
neither Hands nor Feet, do they not 


crucifyed! It ſeems a Paradox to ſay: 
Nails were knocked through the 
Hands and Feet of Him that had nei- 


ing of Chriſt's Apparitions to His 
diſciples after His Reſurrection, to 


firm their Weak Faith, ſays; Oftendit 
eis Manus. How 1s this Text to be 
tranſlated ? We, who believe Christ 
bad Hands, eaſily tranſlated it thus: 
Hie (hew'd to them His Hands, But 


% 


would deny that Chriſt was born in 


XII. But let us leave the Greater 
talk as if they denyed that Chriſi was 


ther ? St. John c. 20. v. 20. Speak · 


convince their Incredulity, or con- 


for 
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for thoſe who cry; Nego Suppoſitum, 


who ſay, Chriſt kad no Hands to ſhew ; 
How will they tranſlate it ? I have 
been often and long - revolving the 
Matter in my Mind, and the tranſla- 
tion fitteſt for their 1 which 
with all my Study, I can find, is this: 
Oftendit eis Manus: He ſhew'd them 
a Trick of Legerdemain: He made 
them believe they ſaw Him have 


| Hands, when He Had none. If they 


approve this Tranflation, I hope they 
will thank me for it: And 1 will 
thank them, if they ſhew me a bet- 
ter, provided it is concordant to their 

\ 05 DAS 4 5 

XIII. This I have to ſay in behalf 
of my Tranflation. Such a Trick 
as that was, might acquire to Chriſt 
the Reputation of an Excellent Jug- 


ler; but never gain Him the credit 


of a Sincere Teacher. Chriſt alſo - 
ſaid : See my Hands and my Feet. 
What can they ſay of this, but that 
Chrift deceived them, and put a cheat 


upon them ? And of all ſorts of 


Cheats; Legerdemain is the moit In- 
nocent ; where the Pleaſure is as 
| Fo hn 5 great 


Aan 


great of being Cheated, as to Cheat: 


What Stuff muſt theſe Philoſophers 
make of other Texts, as this? 4 
Spirit has not Fleſh and Bones, as you 
fee I have. Chriſt ſaid to St. Tho- 
mas. Put your Finger into my Hands, 
This. would be a Hard Precept if 
Chriſt had no Hands and St. Thomas 
no Finger. 

XIV. When 1 ſpeak of Hands and 
Feet, they cry; Nego Suppoſitum. 
When Chriſt ſpoke of Hands and 
Feet, His Suppoſitum Was the ſame as 
mine. If mine is to be denyed, they 
muſt deny Chriſt his. 5 
XV. To this they ſay : Chriſt had 
Hands in Potentia tho not actually; 
and in that Senſe the Sayings of Chriſt 
and the Words of the Evangeliſts are 
to be explicated. This contains two 
extravagant Pieces of Nonſenſe, The 
Firſt conſiſts in ſaying ChriF had 
Hands in Potentia ; the Second, in 
ſaying the Words of Scripture are 
to be explicated according to what 
is in Potentia. A round Iron Ball is 
a Horſe-ſhoe in Potentia: Yet if any 
one ſhould ſkew me an Iron Ball w_ 
| W te 


tell me it is a Horſeſhoe, and diſguiſe 


ſhould ſay he was Maſter of the 


is ſaying a Man has Hands in Potentia. 
Concerning this I ask: If it is poſlible 


have Hands actually; his Eyes may 


called Rare, but it will never be 
called Fulgar: The Teachers of it are 


to ſay a Man has loſt his Hands, 


Mr. White's Principles, &c. 83 


it ſo as to make me believe, I ſaw a 
Horſeſhoe when 1 look'd upon it, I 


Craft of jugling, but ſhould not 
commend his Veracity. Such would 
be the Truth of Chriſt's Doctrine, if 
He had Hands only in Potentia. 

XVI. The other Piece of Nonſenſe - 


that a Man ſhould have Hands actu- 
ally? They anſwer : Yes, for a Mans 
Hands may be cut off, and then he will 


be pluck't hut, and then he will have 
Eyes altually, What was only diftin- 
guible while united to the Body; be- 
comes diſtinct and actual, when it is 
ſeparated. This. Philoſophy may be 
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in no danger of being rank't among 
Vulgus Philoſophorum. The Vugar 
talk quite an another rate: They uſe 


when they are cut off; he has loſt his 
Eyes, when they are pluck't i 
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84 4 View of 
And when any one is condemn'd to : 
be beheaded, they dy heis condemn'd 
to loſe his Head: But our Singular 
Philoſophers are for altering the 
Phraſe, and ſaying, he is condemned 
to have his Head actually, which 
when he is alive he has not, but is 
only capable of having. I know not 
what reception this Philoſophy may 
have, while it is ſhelter'd under the 
Protection of Mr. White's great Name, 
But if I ſhonld tell the Owner of a 
Colt, that the only way to make it 
 aftually a Stone-horſe is to geld it, I 
am ſure every Jocky in-Ergland would 
hold me rather for a Fool- than a 
Philoſepher. 5 
XVII. I deſire wy Reader to take 
notice that all theſe Arguments are 
levell'd only againſt thoſe who in an- 
ſwer to my Syllogiſms, cry, Neg . 
Suppoſitum. We have no Hands, no 
Feet: But not againſt thoſe who ſay | 
we have Hands and Feet, but they are n 
not diſtin: Againſt theſe latter 1 0 
am now going to argue, + 5 
VXVIII. And Firſt, I require a Ca- - 
tegoricat ' Anſwer to my laſt Latin y 
_ HpPyllogiſms. - 
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Syllogiſms. The Propoſitions are ei- 
ther true or falſe, So I would know 
whether they grant them or deny 
—_—_ _ 

XIX. The Majors are all as Evi- 


dent as Propoſitions can be: It is 


Impudence to deny them. He who 
denys them, may as well deny this; 
Id quod, eſt Verum, eſt Verum:, And, 
to deny this, is to impoſe ſilence on 
all Mankind. For if that which 5s 
True, is not True, nothing is true, 
No Propoſition ever was, or can 


be, True. To him, that does de- 


ny this laſt Propoſition, we may well 
ſay; he never ſpoke a True Word 

in his Life, tho' he did ſpeak True. 
Yet I cannot be very confident, that 
my Adverſaries will grant it. For 


they ſay a Propoſition Affirmative is 


ſometimes Falſe, when there is Iden- 


tity between the Subject and the 


Predicate; and, if they ſay ſo, why 


may they not ſay; Identical Propoſiti- 
— are * Falſe? Sr Pro- 
poſition, uod eſt Verum eſt Verum, 
may be, and is Falſe ? I confeſs, it 


would be hard 10 argue againſt Phi- 


loſophers 


86 A, View of : 
loſophers that are uſed to deny ſuch 
Propoſitions. 

XX. As to the Minors of my La. 
tin Syllogiſms, I ſay : The laſt is their 
Doctrine: If they deny the Laſt, 
they give up their Cauſe. But if they 
grant the Laſt Minor; the Second is 
well proved; and if they grant the 
Second the Firſt is well proved ; and 
that proves well the Firſt Conſequent, 

which they deny; And muſt deny, 
. unleſs they will approve of the Saying 
- of the Welſh-man, who having cut 

his Finger, cryed out; he was a Dead 
Man, he was wounded at the Heart: 
But being told that his Wound was 
far from his Heart; he replyed: But 
Hur is all Heart, This was very 
True if they grant this Propoſition ; 
Digitus eſt Cor, and affirm the ſame 
of every other Member. 
XXI. But, beſides Argumentation 
1 will bring Scripture, not only to 
prove that we have Members, but 
alfo that our Members are many, and 
that they are Diſtinct. I firſt begin 
with St. Paul's Firſt Epiſtle to the Co- 
rinthians, from the Twelfth to the 
e Twentyeth 


oe — —y—tñ— 


OO Fe I ALA 


er > 


8 


u,. White's Principles &c. $7 
| Twentyeth Verſe of the Twelfth 
Chapter. Where he aſſerts this 

. Trauth fo plainly and ſtrongly, _ that 

+ I think no Truth fromthe Beginning 

of Geneſis to the End of Apocalyps is 

> Þ affirm'd with greater Energy, than 

- | this which I here deliver. 

e XXII. Corpus non ect Unum Mem- 

d brum, ſed Multa. Multa quidem 

t Membra, Vnum antem Corpus, Quod 

, ſi eſſent omnia Unum Membrum, ubi 

2 Corpus? This ſhews Multitude, and 

ut Multitude argues Diſtinction. — 

id XXIII. S. dixerit Auris; quoniam 1 

t: von ſum Oculus, non ſum de Corpore; 1! 

a aum ideo noneſt ? de Corpore Can this 1 

at | have any other Meaning, but that the 1 

ry Ear is not the Eye, it is not the Same | 
1] 
| 


= ' be 
. - 2 — 2 — 
* ö 5 2 5 . 
a E ERS 
Ln ˙ „ 
. 


EY POET En 
1 qe een der 


—— — — — 


B en oe an 
. 


——— 


— 11 
— ay 7-2 
= Er Ine ns 
Rn 4a 
4 


1: | the Eye, it is Piſtinct from the Eye; 
ne vet it belongs to the Body? 
XXIV. The End of St. Paul was, 
on to ſhew that the Believers in Chriſt, 
ro | tho Diſt inct Perſons, of Different 
mt Nations, ſome Jews, ſome Gentiles; 
nd of Different Conditions, ſome Slaves, 
in | ſome Maſters ; of Different Graces | 
. | nd Gifts, ſome Apoſtles ſome Do- 
Ctors, ſome Prophets: Let all b- | 
N | | long'd b | 
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long d to One Body the Church, 


whereof Chriſt is the Head. 
XXV. The Argument brought by 
Saint Paul in Plain Terms, is this, 


As, Many Diſtinct Members make 


One Natural Body, tho' they have 


ſeveral Functions: So Many Diſtint 
Faithful make One Myſtical Body, 


tho they differ in Gifts. As the Ear 


is riot the Eye, yet it belongs to the 


fame Body that the Eye belongs to: 
So the Gentile 1s not a Few, yet he 


belongs to the ſame Myſtical Body 
that the Jew belongs to. 
XXVII. And indeed the Argument 
1s very Good. For a Natural Body 
requires a more Perfect Unity, than 


a Myſtical Moral Body : Therefore 


if Diſtinction of Members and Functi- 


ons do not hinder a Natural Bod! 
from being One : Much leſs dot 
Diſtinctiou of Members, and Em- 
ployments in the Church hinder the 


| a of this Myſtical Body. 
X 


VII. But, to put this Argument 
in the Suppoſition of my Adverfaries, 
would be moſt Nonſenſical. For it 


would have no more Force than this 
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1, Where there is no Diſtinction there 
| is Unity ; therefore where there :s 
Y Diſtinction there is Unity. Deny 
8. | Diſtinction of Members, and the Ar- 
e | gument can be no better. Therefore, 
2 to deny Diſtinction of Members, is to 
& | lay a Charge of Nonſenſe to St. 
Y> Paul, and to the Holy Ghoſt who in- 
ar | ſpir'd St. Paul. 5 
ne XXVIII. My Adverſaries are no 
2: more favorable to Chri Himſelf, than 
he to His Apoſtle. Math. 18. Christ bids 
ly as cut off our Right Hand, and pluck 
out our Right Eye, if they Scanda- 
nt lize us: Becauſe it is better to go to 
L Heaven with One Eye or Hand, than 4 
an B to be ſent to Hell having Two Hands ( 
re or Two Eyes, What Senſe will they 9 
til- make of this, who lay Man has nei- 1 
dy ther Hand nor Eye? Or they who 
c ſay no Man has two Hands or two 
m- Eyes? If Chriſt had bid us cut of One 
be Head for fear of going to Hell with 
Two Heads, I doubt not but Julian 
nt and Celſus would have taken occaſion. 
es, | (and a Juſter than any they did find) 
to Ridicule His Doctrine. But my 
nB EEE... - 
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Opponents are in an Error. 

XXIX. But ſome will fay. IJ 
grant that a Man has Two Eyes and 
Two Hands, but we ſay they are not 


diſtinct. This cannot be true; they 


cannot be Two without being a Num- 


= ber; and they cannot be a Number 


without numerical Diſtinction. Theſe 
9 ſay our Right Hand and 
are not One and the Same, but 


they are 


being the Same, nor doth their being 
the Same hinder them from being 


ws.” 
XXX. If I ſhould relate in Compa- 


ny that there flouriſhed in Rome at the | 
ſame time Two 2 Orators, Ci. 
r 


cero and Tully; perhaps ſome Hiſtori- 


ans might laugh at me for calling them 
Two Orators, becauſe they were the 
Same Man. But if Hiſtorians laugh 
At me, I have Philoſophers to defend 

a | me, 


Adverſaries fay it is as Falſe to af. 
firm we have Two Hands, as that 
we have Two Heads. Therefore ei- 
ther Chriſt ſpoke nonſenſe, or my 


wo and the Same. Their 
being Two doth not hinder them from 
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me, who will maintain they migbt be 


Two tho' they were the ſame, as well 


as our Right Hand and Left are Two. 


XXXI. But we may further obſerve 


how Hiſtorians differ from theſe Philo- 


ſophers. Hiſtorians affirm that John 
Baptiſt and John the Apoſtle were not 
the Same Man, but Men actually Di- 
ſtinct. They are not contented to ſay 


they were only diſtingnaible. Tho 


their Chief Reaſon was only this. 


The Baptiſt was born about Eight 
Tears before the Apoſtle was born ; 
and the Apoſtle ſurvived above Sixty 


Years after the Baptiſt was beheaded. 


The Hiſtorians tefaciouſlſy ſtick to 
maintain, that this proves them to 
have been Diſtin& Men; the Mr. 


White and his Followers ſay the Argu- 


ment is Weak, Fooliſh, and at moſt 
doth but prove them d:ſtinguible. Hi- 


ſtorians goon, and ſay : Becauſe Cice- 
ro and Twlly were the ſame Man, it 


doth neceſſarily follow that Cicero was 


born the ſame Day that Txlly was born, 
and dy'd the ſame oy that Tullydy'd. 
Furthermore if it did appear that C- 


E 2 cer 


cero Was a Tall Man, and Tulyalow 
Man; that Cicero was Lean, and Tully C 


Fat; that Cicero was Fair, and Tully de 
Black; that Cicero was Father of Tal- ne 
ly; or that Tully remain'd in Rome, th 
hen Cicero went into Baniſhment; fo 
they would conclude they were not 1 W 
the Same Man. T 


XXXII. But I will ſhew how little | 
they underſtand of Mr. White's Phi- H 
loſophy. A Child new born had a th 
Heart and no Tooth: After ſome Þ G 
Months a Tooth grew: In proceſs of th 
time the Tooth was pull'd out, and I th 
dy'd, the Heart remaining ſtill alive, 
Hence I and ſome others, like the Hi- ar 
ſtorians, inferr'd that the Heart and I de 
Tooth were diſtinct: But we were 10 
laught at by Mr. White's Aſſociates, ſt. 
who deny the Inference, and ſay this I re 
only proves they were alſtinguible; a 
they were indiſtinct for all that. Now I re 
what becomes of the Hiſtorians Argu- N 
ment, that was brought to prove actu · ar 
al Diſtinction between the Two I at 
Johns? Why were not they indiſtinct, 1 T 
s well as Heart and Tooth? 
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 XXXIIL I will relate ſome. other 
Conſequences, by theſe Philoſophers 
deny'd. The Heart was in the Breaſt, 
not in the Mouth; the Tooth was in 
the Mouth, not in the Breaſt: There- 
fore they were diſtinẽt. The Heart 
was Soft, Red; and Fleſhy; the 
Tooth was Hard, White, and Bony : 
Therefore they were diſtin, The 
Heart as Principle of Nutrition was 
the efficient Cauſe of the Tooth's 
Growing: the Tooth was the Effect of 
the Heart's Operation: Therefore 
they were diſtin. _ 

XXXIV. All theſe Conſequences, 
and many more bearing equal evi- 
dence, are deny'd by my Adverſaries, 
roundly, and without bluſhing; tho'Hi- 


ſtorians hold them for good. I his is the 


reaſon of their Diſagreement. There 
has not as yet ariſen a Maſter, to 


reform Hiſtory to the ſame tune that 


Mr. White has reformed Philoſophy 
and Theology; when ſuch a one ſhall 
ariſe, he will teach us that Cicero and 
Tully were Twe, tho' they were the 

— 7. Same 7 
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Same; and Ceſar and Pompey the Same 


tho they were Two. 


XXXV. Theſe Philoſophers and 


Divines have left themſelves no 


— or Medium to prove actual 
Di 


inction between any two things 
coexiſtent. They cannot pretend to 
prove that God is actually diſtin& 
from the Devil, without contradicting 


their own Arguments and themſelves, 


as evidently as they contradi& 


Paul; that is to ſay, as evidently as 
ever — Two Propoſitions were 


contradictorily oppolite. 

XXXVI. As they leave no Medium 
to prove Diſtinction, ſo they leave 
none to prove Unity, when they ſay 
Identity, or Indiſtinction, is not a 


Good Proof of it: But it will irreſ- 
ſtably follow that there are many 


Gods. Firſt, On account of the Tri- 


ey ; Secondly, Of the Divine Attri- 


| butes. The Reaſon given, why Fa 
ther, Son, and Holy Gboſt, are not 
Three Gods, is this. They have the 


Same Indiſtin& Nature, Effence, or 


Deity. And indeed while we confine 
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- our ſelves to ſpeak Senſe, the Reaſon + 


isa very Good one, For if theſe Ado- 


table Three have the Same Deity, 


they have but One, not Three Dei- 
ties; ſo they are Oue God, not Three 
Gods. But if we will uſe the raving 
Dis lect of my Opponents, and ſay the 


Deities being the Same, doth not hinder * 


from being Three Deities, and ſay I- 
dentity doth neither prove Unity, or 
diſprove Plurality, we ſhall find no 
other Argument: to fence our ſelves 
againſt the Belief of Three Gods. 
Secondly, The Divine Attributes, to 
wit, the Increated Miſdom, Power, 
Goodneſs, Immenſity, and Eternity, 
will be Five Gods, if Indiſtinction 
doth not hinder it; for all Five are 
Increated. 


t conclude this error 


ht not only to be exploded, and 


hiffed at as irrational, unphiloſophi- 


cal, and nonſenſical: But alſo to be 
deteſted, and execrated as an una- 
voidable foundation of Hereſy, even 
of-: Polytheiſm. At leaſt it deprives 
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Chriſtianity of all means of diſpro- 
ving them, or defending it ſelf. 
XXXVIIL But, after all this great 


| ado; I think this Doctrine, that! 


impugn, is believ'd by no body, tho 
by way of Argument maintain'd by 
many. As for Mr. White the Cham. 
pion, and perhaps the Inventor of 
it, he contradicts it: Acc. 17. p. 
154, 155- Where he gives this 
Reaſon, why a Soul is immutable ; 
Becauſe it has no Diverſity of Parts, 


iÞ | 10 of Matter and Agent, 


all which are required to effect Muta- 
tion. If this Argument of Mr. White 
is allow'd; it follows, that when 


the Hands ſcratches the Head, there 
is Diſtinction between the Hand and 


—_— 
 XXXIX, As to others, they are 
like Zeno, who not being able to an- 


{wer the Difficulty ariſing from Local 


Motion, denied the Poſlibility there- 
of; of whom it is faid; he was more 


effectually confuted by walking than 
by talking. And doubtleſs, when 


Zenowalked, he knew his own Opinion 
| ED 5 to 
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to be falſe. That very Argument 
confutes my Adverſaries. It is as ea- 


ſy to ſee a Man has two Leggs, as to 
ee him walk, or ſee his Motion. 


XL. Now I come to anſwer the 
Objection, that has frighten'd my 
Adverſaries into theſe Abſurdities, 


And indeed, it is a very hard one. 
They ſay; If 1 admit Parts actually 


Diſtinct in 3 I ſhall involve 

Self ophical Difficulty, 
which I cannot ſolve. I anſwer Firſt : 
] think I can ſolve it. Secondly, I am 
ſure it can be ſolved as ſatisfactorily, 
in my Opinion, as in theirs: For with 
Diffidence, I ſay, I can ſolve it; But 


with Confidence, I ſay, I can retort 
it againſt them, as ſtrongly as they 


can oppoſe it againſt me. I anſwer 
Thirdly, If J could not ſolve it, and 
they could, yet I would not contra- 
dict Chriſt, and St. Paul, as they do, 
ts find out a Solution of it. The 
Concern of being a Faithfull Chri- 
ſtian is greater, than that of being, or 
appearing to be, * acute — 
| E 5 
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1 had rather acknowledge there is a - 
Point in Philoſophy, which do not 
underſtand, then pervert Gods holy 
Word. If I ſhould thus tranſlate the 
Texts of Pſalm 113. Oculos habent, 
they have no Eyes, Aures habent: 


They have no Ears. AManushabem: f 
They have no Hands. Pedes haben: 
They have no Feet. Or ſhould thus 


tranſlate this Text. Corpus non eſt 
Unum Membrum, ſed Multa : The 
body is not Many Members ; it is 
but One. And in my defence ſhould 
ay, I did fo to extricate my ſelf 
out of a Philoſophical Labyrinth, I 
think Chriſt my Judge would not 
allow that Plea, but would find me 
guilty of the Damnable Sin, of impug- 
ning the Known Truth; Wherefore 
I not only diſſent from, but abhor 
that ſort of Philoſophy. Philoſophy 
is to be the Handmaid of Faith, not 
de her Miſtreſs and compell her to 
contradi herſelf. Chri ſtian Philo- 
Tophy will never pretend to ſuch Au- 
thority over Religion. 
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XLI. The Objection is this. If 
we affirm that the Parts of Quantity 


are diſtindt we cannot avoid confel- 


fing that the Multitude of theſe Parts 
is actually infinite, If, in the Quan- 
tity of a Foot-rule, there are Twelve 
Diſtinct Inches, for the ſame Reaſon, - 
there will be Twenty Four Half In- 
ches, ray Eight Quarters of an 
Inch, and 4 


leſſer, they will be in Multitude grea · 


ter. And as you find Parts leſſer 
and leſſer without End, fo you will 


find theMultitude of them greater and - 
greater without End. And if we admit 
a Multitude without End, actually 
exiſting, it follows that there is an 


Infinite Multitude. 


XLII. To this Objection are gi - 

ven Four different Anſwers, by Au- 
thors of Four ſeveral Opinions. The 
Firſt Opinion is, That Quantity after 


ſeveral Diviſions and Subdiviſions will 


at laſt be reſolved into Mathematical 


Points, or Atoms, which neither are 


diviſible, 


| more and more without 
End. For as you take Parts in Bulk | 


F 
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diviſible, nor extended, and they ſay the 


Number of theſe is finite. They ſay: 
As many Indiviſible Units make a Di- 
viſible Number; ſo many Indiviſible 
Points make a Diviſible Body. 


XLII. The Second Opinion is: 


That Quantity cannot be reſolved into 


Mathematical Unextended Points: 
But it is reſolved into Phyſical Atoms, 
which are indiviſible, becauſe they 
have no Diſtinct Parts, but they are 
extended, ſome are greater than o- 


thers, but the leaſt of them has ſome 


Extenſion, and may be ſaid diviſible 


by Deſignation, tho' not really. If 


either of theſe Two Opinions. can 
be defended, the whole Force of 
the great Objection vanilhes | into 


- Smoke. # 


XLII. The Third Opinion allows 

that there are Infinite Parts and ſays, 
there is no Impoſſibility therein. Il 
this Opinion ſubſiſts, the great Ob- 
jection becomes contemptible. 


XL, 
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XLV. The Fourth. Opinion is: 
That Quantity is never reſolved into 
Atoms extended, or unextended, that 
every Particle contains T wo Halves : 
Yet the Abettors of this Opinion de- 
ny that it follows from thence that 
the Parts are infinite. This is the O- 
- pinion which 1 embrace, and 1 will 
defend it as well as Ican, This is the 


ö 

8 Opinion that the great Objection 

7 preſſes hard upon. e 

: XL VI None of theſe Four Opini- 

. ons is confuted by ſuch evident Propo- 

2 ſitions, as is the Error, which 1 im- 

f pugn. - 

1 CEE | 

f XL VII. As to the Firſt. The Ar: KEY 

0 uments which the Patrons of it bring 

for its proof, make a very good ſneẽ 

and ſeem ſtrong. But on the other 

51 ſide, Mathematicians bring ſuch de- 

, monſtrative Arguments againſt it, WR 

i that J cannot allow it any Degree ofß 


d- Probability, | S | 
| : Lyn, 
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XLVIII. The Abettors of the Se: 
cond opinion are in one thing like 
my Opponents. They bave no Proof 


for their Doctrine, beſides finding 
fault with other Opinions. They ſay; 
other Opinions cannot be defended, 
therefore theirs is to be embra- 


ced. But I cannot ſay this Opini- 
on is evidently confuted by any Ar- 


gument that I know. It is upon 
all Accounts preferable to that which 
I impugn, and if I could not defend 
[| my own, I would recurr to this. 
The Strongeſt Argument that I know 
_ againſt this Opinion, is this. When 
à Greater Atom touches a I eſſer, the 


Lefſer cannot touch all of it, there- 
fore it touches but part of the Grea- 


ter; therefore the Greater has two 
Parts, whereof one is touch d, the o - 


ther is not touch'd by the Leſſer A- 


tom: But, if it has Two Parts, it is 


no Atom. 


XILIX. About the Third Opinion 


a Queſtion is agitated by Divines and 
a Philoſophers; whether God can cre- 
ate an Infinite Multitude of Crea- 
1 ; h tures ? 


0 
f 
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tures? All my Opponents, and moſt i 
others maintain the negative. They 

ſay an Infinite Multitude involves a 
Contradiction. Many 1 Ar- 
guments are brought to ſupport this 
Opinion. And 1 ſubſcribe to it; tho 
J confeſs the Arguments for the other 
Side ſeem ſtrong, Perhaps the Weak- 
neſs of our Underſtanding, which 
is finite, and unable to comprehend- 
any thing that is infinite, is puzzled 
and makes more difficalties than really 
are. But I can by no means adhere 
to the Third Opinion, which ſaith 
that Infinite Extended' Parts are con- 
tain'd in a Grain of Barly. Infinite 
Parts whether Diſtinct or Diſtinguis 


ble, ſurely would take up more ro- 4 FF 


as I ſhall take occaſion to prove here- 
after. | | 


I. But many: of thoſe, who agree 
with me in holding that Infinite actu- 
ally imply a Contradiction, ſtill ſay, 
that there are in Quantity Parts In- 
finite Potentially, or in Potentia. This 
&ems to me a Contradiction in Terms; 
| it 


—— 
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it makes Infinite to be both poſſible. 


and impoſſible. If an Infinite Mul- 
titude involves a Contradiction it is 


impoſſible; and if we grant it to be in 
Potentia, poſſible. Many things are in 
Potentia, which are not᷑ actually, but 
whatever is in Potentia, may actually 
be, and is poſſible. And they who 
embrace the Fourth Opinion with 


me, are hard put to it to anſwer the 
following Syllogilm -; if. they grant 


Infinitum in Potentia, Tot ſunt Di- 
 Stinftiones Actu, quot ſunt Partes in 
Potentia : Sed, ſunt Infinite Partes in 


Potentia in Quantitate Ergo, ſunt 


Difinfiones Infinite Attu in 255 | 


titate. Probant Majorem : Ouia 
Quantitas non eſt. in Potentia ad Vl. 
teriorem Diſtinctionem. I have no 
Anſwer to this Syllogiſm, but denying 
the Minor; and I do deny it. There 


are in Quantity as many Parts actually 


as potentially. 3 

II. Many Authors ſay the Parts 
of nity are infinite Syncategore- 
matically, but not categorematically. 
For underſtanding theſe Terms we 
muſt take notice that all Nouns Sub- 


ſtantivs 
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« Fantive, and moſt adjectives (par- 
ticularly, Infinitus. a. um.) are call'd 


by Logicians termini Categorematici; 
but adverbs, particularly, in Ixſinitum, 


are call'd Termini Syncategorematici. 


Conformably to this Diſtinction, they 
ſay, God can create Creatures infinite, 
ſo as is expreſſed by the adverb, but 
not ſo as is expreſſed by the Noun Ad- 


jective. This they lay is true. Deus po- 


teſt creare Homines plures et plures in 
inſinitum. But this is falſe. Deus poteſt 
creare Homines Infinitos. This they 
apply to Quantity, and ſay: There 
are not Infinite Parts in Quantity; but 
in Quantity are contained parts more 
and more, infinitely ; in inſinitum. 

LII. This at firſt ſight may ſeem im- 
pertinent, For the Queſtion is, how the 
Parts of Quantity are in themſelves; 
and it is no matter what Part of Speech 
we uſe to expreſs it by: Becauſe our 


| Expreſſions make no alteration in the 


thing, whether we expreſs our Mind 
by Adjective or Adverb. Yet in reali- 


ty this doth expreſs truth; and I think 
it rightly explained, doth ſolye the 


III 


great Difficulty. 
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LIII. For explication of the Terms, 
I ſay that Infinite Syncategorematically 


doth import, the thing exceeds any 


Determinate Aſſignable End; but 
doth not import that it is ſimply and 
abſolutely without End. I lay Gol. 

Men 
He 33 but this Multisde will 
not be endleſs, it will have an End: 
Then God can create more, in which 
caſe the End will be removed farther 


off, but not quite taken away, for 
when the Multitude outgoes the firſt 
End it ſtill meets another beyond it, 


and is always finite. So no End can 


be aſſigud, but what may be ontgone. 


In this ſenſe God can create Men 
infinite Syrcategorematically. But if 
the Meaning is, that God can create 


Men whoſe Multitude is abſolutely 


without End: I deny it: Whether you 
take it au, or in Potentia : God 
neither doth it, nor can do it. 


IIV. For proof of this, I ſay, if 
any ſhould ask how often a Finite 
Number may: be doubled before it 

becomes Infinite ? 1 anſwer, No Fi- 

nite Number can ever become infinite, 
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nite categorematice. Any Number aſ- 
fign'd may be doubled, any End af: 


another Finite Number is produced, 


premiſed | will propoſe the Objection 


of parts without End, there is an 


without End: Therefore in Quanti- | 
ty there is an Infinite Multitude of 


out End, there is a Maltitude of Parts 


are parts more and more without 


by being doubled. No Finite Num 
ber can be half as great, as an Infinite 
Multitude. Yet any Number be- 
comes greater by being doubled: 
Thus Numbers may grow greater 
and greater in inſinitum Syncategore- 
matice, without ever becoming infi- 


ſign'd may be tran greſſed, but ſtill 


another End is found. This being 


in Syllogiſt ick Form, and anſwer it 
categorically. [2h L 


Ly. Where there is .a Multitude 
Infinite Multitude of Parts: But in 
Quantity there is a Multitude of Parts 
Parts. The Minor is proved. Where 
there are Parts more and more with- 
without End: But in Quantity there 

- End; 
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End: Therefore in quantity there is 


a Multitude of parts without End. 


IIV. In anſwer, I deny the iner 
of the Firſt Syllogiſm. To its Proof; 

Idiſtinguiſh the Minor of the Second. 
In Quantity there are Parts more and 
more without End: That is to ſay, 
beyond any Determinate End, or 


exceeding any End that may be aſ- 
fign'd : Igrant the Ainor. In Qnan- 


tity there are Parts more and more 
withoat End; ſimply and abſolutely: 
I deny the Ainor. For explication 


I fay : There is no Part in Quantity 
ſo little, but there is a Leſs, to wit, 


its half: So there is no Number fo 
great, but it is exceeded by another: 
Yet-both the Number exceeded, and 
the Number. exceeding, remain finite, 


There is no Part fo little, that it can 


be called fimply and abſolutely the 
leaſt: So there is Number ſo great, 
that it can be called ſimply or abſo- 
lately the Greateſt, or be infinitely 
great. And as I ſaid before of doub- 
ling Numbers. There is no End a. 


ſignable 
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ſignable but may be exceeded by 
doubling, yet doubling can never 
make numbers without End, ſimply 
and abſolutely. So reducing parts into 
halves can make them exceed any 
Determinate End and Number, but 
can never make them ſimply and ab- 
ſolutely without End, or infinite, 


LVII. My Opponents grant all 
this in Potentia: Then they ought 
not to think it ſtrange for me to ſay 
it is ſo actually: For what is in Poten- 
tia may be reduced-to AF. What 
they ſay may be: I ſay it. | 


LVIII. Againſt this an Adverfary 
may reply. If there were Men actu- 
ally exiſtent more and more excee- 
ding any determinate End er Num- 
| ber, there would be Infinite: Men: 
| Therefore if there are Parts in a Barly 
Corn more and more exceeding . 
determinate End, and Number, "aft 
actually exiſting, there are Infinite 
Parts init. I anſwer. I have a great 
| Difficulty in the Antecedent, — 
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I will preſently propoſe. I know 1 : 


how either to {deny or grant it. But 


as far as this Argument is concern'd, 
IT admit it, and deny the Conſequence. 


The Ground of Diſparity is this. 


Men are determinate things, and 


there muſt be a determinate Number 
of them that exiſt, But a Part is a 


thing undetermin d: Sometimes it is 
taken for a Greater Part; whereof 
there are Fewer in the Whole; ſome- 
times for a Leſſer Part, whereof the 
Number is greater. Now as the 
Mord Part, ſimply pronounced, is in- 
determin'd, ſo the Number of Parts 
is indetermin'd. But if you determine 
the Part, the Number will be deter- 
mined, and always finite. If by Parts 
of a Foot you mean Inches, in a Foot 


there are a Twelve: If you mean 


Half Inches, they are Twenty Four 
Of Centeſimal Parts, there are a 
Hundred; of Milleſimal, a Thou- 


ſand. Whatever you name a finite 


Number of them will exhauſt the 
whole Quantity, | 
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LVIX. There are Parts fo ſmall 

that a Million of them are contain' 

in a Barly Corn: There are others 


Leſs, whereof Two Millions are con- 
tain'd in a Barly Corn: There are 
Parts fol ittle, that it would take a 
Hundred Thouſand Millions of Fi- 


N caſt into one Sum, to expreſs 


ow many of them are contain d in a 


Grain of Barly. This Sum is Pro- 


digious. For Clavius ſhews that Fift 


Figares joyn'd in one Sum, expreſs 


Grains of Poppy more than ſufficient 


to fill the whole Concaye of Heaven. 


But tho' the Sum is. prodigiouſly 


great, yet it is not infinite; it is finite, 
and being ſuch is contan'd in Limits; 
and becauſe Decreaſe of Extenſion 
goes hand in hand with Increaſe of 


Number, it is contain d in the narrow 


Limits of a Barly Corn. But if once 


we ſay the Multitude is infinite either 
diſtin& or diſtinguible, either acta 
or in Potentia, they will break all 


incloſures, they will endure no Li- 
mits, they will not 


whole World, but will diffuſe them- 


only fill the 


ſelves 
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ſelves to the Utmoſt ſtretch (as! may 
ſay) of Gods Immenſity, Wherefore 
I cannot aſſent to thoſe who hold that, 


a Barly Corn contains Infinite Parts. 


The Abettors of that Opinion confefs 
that a Barly Corn is too ſmall to fill 
a Nutſhel: And for Argument ſake, 
I will borrow the Suppoſition of a 


Nutſhel, whoſe content is equal to fix 


Corns of Barly. Into this Nutſhel 
according to them, may be put Infi- 
nite Extended Parts; and when they 
are all in, they are found too few to 
fill it. How ? Will this Natſhel ever 
be filled? Yes, For if to this infinite 


Maltitude contain'd in one Grain of - 


Barly, you add Five more Infinite 
Muultitudes of the ſame ſort, the Nut- 
ſhel will be juſt brimful: If to theſe 
Six Infinite Multitudes, you add a 


Seventh, ſome of them will rum over. 


If any body ask if an Infinite Multi- 
tude will go into this Nutſnel; the 


Anſwer muſt be. Yes, if they are 


few 7 but if they are too many 
ſome of them will be excluded. This 
dus 
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This Philoſophy does not reliſh wit 


"Ix This is what I have to fay to 


the Great Objection. If m er . 


doth not give ſatisfaction, I confeſs 
wy inſufficiency ; and the Difficulty 
the Matter will make an eafy ex- 
cuſe. Leſs Ro Yo the — y of 
retorting the ment agal 7 
Opponents 3 br fore 1 eadertake 
that, I wilt digreſs to ſpeak of that 
difficult. 8 ent which I mention 4 
beg re, by which I am perplexed. 
1 his conditional Propoſition 
proce me. If 4 were 285 actu- 
y exiſtent. any Detern. 
nate End, there N be Men ca- 
tegoremate cally infinite. And thus I 
explain the Difficulty I find in it. All 
Chriſtiaus qughit to believe, and con- 
fel, that God is Omniſcient, that he 
knows all. 1 that there is no Ig- 
norance in him: And Divines mu 
defend it as well as they cau. But I 
= the 8 2 it very by lard. , if 
rant t opoſition, which 
bh wle ** Well W e to be 
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LXII. When 1 ſay God is Omni- 


potent, I ſay his Creative Power is 


infinite, and. can never be exhauſted. 
Let God create never ſo. many Men, 
it is ſtill in His power to create more 
beſides all that are created, ſtill more 


are left uncreated, but capable of 


Creation. So we can never ſay: All 
are created, that can be created. But 
we muſt not wy ſo of God's Know- 
ledge. We muſt not ſay, that beſides 
all that God actually knows, ſome 
remain yet unknown to Him, but 
capable of being known : For this 
ſaying would attribute Ignorance to 
God. Hereto I muſt add, that Gods 
Knowledge is always actual; not 
like that of Man, who ſometimes 
thinks on what he knows, and ſome- 
times do's not think on't : But God 


always actually thinks on what he 


knows: All things, whether exiſtent 
or poſſible, are the Object of Gods 


Actual Knowledge. Herein all agree. 


Now to the Point. 
. LXUI. A Multitude of Men ca- 
tegoremati 1 Infinite is not the Ob- 
ert of Gods Knowledge: But a 
Multitade of Men exceeding any 
Detexminate 
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: Determinate Number or End, 1s the 
Object of Gods Knowledge: There- 
fore a Multitude of Men exceeding 
| any Determinate Number, or End, is 
> not a Multitude of Men categorema- 
e tically Infinite. If the Argument is 
f | granted, the Propoſition aforeſaid is 
1 to be denied. But I muſt prove both 
t Major, and Minor. . 
* LXIV. And firſt 1 prove the Major. 
s | What implys a Contradiction is not 
e cognoſcible, and cannot be the Object 
t of Gods Knowledge: But a Multi- 


6 tade categorematically Infinite implys a 
I Contradiction: therefore a Multi- 
Is tude categorematically Infinite is not 
t cognoſcible, and cannot be the Ob- 
8 ject of Gods Knowledge. The Mi- 
e- nor of this Syllogiſm is readily granted 
0 by all, whom I contend againſt: And 
e the Major is thus ſhewn. 

It LXV. Among all the Poſſible Crea- 
15 tures which God ſees, he doth not 
e. ſiee a. Square Circle, or a Round 


Triangle, or an Iron Oake Tree, or 
„a Wooden Gooſe-Egg. For if what 


* He ſees is Square it is no Circle, if 
2 round it is no Triangle, if made of 
y xeon it is no Oake Tree, if 1 
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"Wood it is no Gooſe Egg. The like 
-may be ſaid of every thing that im- 
Plies a Contradiction: It ic not that 
very thing that it is. And herein 


conliſts its QJontradiction: It is and 


is not the ſauię thing. Such notions 


involve n and are not to 


be imputed to God. Or rather ſuch 
Notions are Impoſſible, for when a 
Man expreſſes ſuch Thoughts, he doth 


| not frame One Notion, but hudtiles 


together Two Notions, lncompatible, 


not attending to their ue 
E. 


And when à Man ſpeaks ſuch a thing: 


We er him, and ſay, he has 


made a But far be it from a 


Cymſtian to attribute ſuch Notions 
to God; Wherefore ſince a Multi- 


tude categore mati cally infinite implys a 
Contradiction: We ought not to 


Tay: It is the Object of Yods Know- 


| Hedge. | 


* 


ILXVIL The A407 of the Firſt 
Syllogiſm is thus P No Num- 
5 ber can be aſſig d, 

ate ſo many Men and more than it. 
Therefore God can create Men ex 


but God can er e- 


cecding any Determinate Number or 
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End: But God actually ſees all that He 


can create; therefore God actually ſees 


Men exceeding any Determinate Num- 
ber or End, and Men exceeding any 
determinate End or Number are the 
Object of Gods actual Knowledge. Tot 
Homines ſunt Actu cogniti a Deo, quot 
ſunt Creabiles: ſed Homines plures quo- 
cungue Numero Aſſignato ſunt Creabi- 
les: Ergo Homines plures quocunque- 


Numero Aſſignato ſunt attncogniti a Pe- 


0. Probatur Major; quia Deus non eſt 
in 88 ad Ulteriorem Cogni tionem. 
LXVII. This Argument has in- 
clin'd me to forſake the Opinion 
That Infinite categorematicaly involves 
a Contradiction: For all that I have 
ſaid hitherto makes nothing againſt. 


ſuch as admit a Poſſibility of it. But 


J find, if I did fo, the Objection 
would ſtill purſue me. For Authors, 
who hold Infinite Multitude to be 
Poſſible, will not allow the Poſſibility 
of an Infinite Number. For they ſay 
an Infinite Multitude is a Multitude 
Endleſs, and Numberleſs, it is a Mul- 
titude without Number: But it is a 


plain Contradiction to ſay there may 
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be a Number without Number, or a 
Number Endleſs. This being ſup- 
poſed the Argument runs thus. 

LXVIII. God knows all Numbers. 
God knows no Number but what 1s 
the Root of a Square, for every Num- 
ber is ſach : And knowing the Root, 
He 1s not Ignorant what Number is 
the Square Correſpondant to the ſaid 
Root; again that Square is a Root 
of another Square; which God knows, 
and that of another, and ſo beyond 
any Determinate End, where we may 


Stop. All Numbers that God knows 


are Roots, and every Root isexceeded 
by its Square, ſo every Number . is 
exceeded. Yet God knows no Num- 
ber Infinite: Therefore in Gods 


Knowledge there are Numbers ex- 


ceeding any Determinate End, which 
are not Infinite Numbers. Hence it 
ſeems to follow that Men exceeding 
any Determinate End, are not Infinite 
Men. So that hard Propoſition ma 
be denyed : And then the ſtronge 
Argument againſt my Opinion in Parts 
of Quantity is enervated. 5 
LXIX. But here J expect ſome will 


offer 
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offer a Diſparity between Parts of 
Quantity, and Numbers by me men- 
tion'd : Becauſe thoſe Numbers are 
only in the State of Poſlibility, but 


the Parts of Quantity are actually 


exiſtent. But to me it ſeems that this 

Diſparity is none at all, or not Ma- 
terial. For as Two and Two exi- 
ſtent make Four Exiſtent : So Two 
and Two actually known; make 
Four actually known. And if Num- 


bers exceeding any Determinate End, 


objected to Gods Knowledge, are not 
Numbers Infinite objected to Gods 
Knowledge : It follows that Numbers 
exceeding, any Determinate End Exi- 


ſting, are not Numbers Infinite Exi- 


ſting. If this holds good, my Opinion 
concerning the Parts of Quantity will 
not be hard to maintain. | 

LXX. It is time now to leave this 
Digreſſion, and return to the Charge 
I undertook, of retorting my adver- 
fries Argument againſt themſelves : 


And | think I can effectually do it. 
But at firſt I have Two Petitions to 


make to them. The Firſt is. Since 


St. Paul ſays our Members are Many, 
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and Chr:# ſays we have Two Hands: 


I defire it may be granted that theſe 


ſayings are True in ſome ſenſe. | 


- Houldbe loath to hear a Chriſtian ſay: 


Chriſt's Words are true in no Senſe, 
I have ſome hopes that a Chriſtian may 


have the Charity to grant this Petition, 


decauſe I beg it for Jeſus Chriſt's ſake, 


My Second Petition is : That as I am 
à Chriſtian, and under Obligation of 


amitating Jeſus Chriſt ; they would 


give me leave to ſpeak as Jeſus Chriſt 


oke, and ſay we have Two hands in 
the ſame Senſe as Chriſt ſaid fo. 


IXXI. I next muſt propoſe an un- 
_ doubted Rule in Logick. Ex Vero non 

equitnr Falſum, nec ex Poſſubili Impoſſi- 
le: In all Argumentations where the 


Conſequence is Good, the Conſequent 


is as True as the Antecedent. If this 


is a Good Conſequence : The Parts 
of Quantity are T wo, therefore they 
are Four, and Eight, and more and 


more without Stop: Then this Con- 


Tequent is as True as the Antecedent: 


Ik this is a Good Conſequence: The 


Parts of Quantity are more and mote 
without Stop : Therefore they are 
ly cn | Infinite: 
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Infinite : Then this Conſequent is as 
true as the Former Antecedent. 


LXXII. Now let my Adverſaries 
ſee what Inconvenience they run into. 


Firſt, They declare it to be an Error 


to ſay there are or can be an Infinite 


Multitude of Parts in Mans Body. 


Secondly, They muſt grant that this 


Error is as true, as St. Paas Wri- 


tings, As true as the Goſpel, as true 
as the Doctrine proceeding immedi - 
ately from the Mouth of Jeſus Chriſt: 
Becauſe the Error follows by good 
Conſequence (as they ſay) from His 
Doctrine and St. Paul's: For in what 
ever Senſe the Hands are Two; or the 


members Many, in that Senſe they 


are Infinite in Multitude. As we have 


Two, Four, Eight, no Ultimate Num- 


ber can be aſſign' d, becauſe we never 
come to Indiviſibles. If this proves 
the Error, the Error is well proved 
againſt Cbriſt and St. Paul. If this 


doth not prove the Error; the Abet. 


tors of my Opinion are ſafe. I ask 
how many Parts we have in Chriſt's 
Senſe, can any Laſt or Biggeſt Num- 
ber be declared? They cannot 125 | 
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Yes, Therefore they ſay, Becauſe 
the Parts are not diſtinct they make 
no Multitude, no Number at all. But 
this is denying St. Paul, who ſays, 
Membra ſunt Multa; unleſs they will 
add this Comment, and ſay : Sunt 
multa ſine Multitudine. It is allo de- 
nying Chriſt : For Two is a Number; 
and to ſay, there is no Number, is to 
ſay, they are not Two : Unleſs they 
will ſay: Numerus Binarius eſt Nu- 
merus Nullus. But in ſhort, 1 find 
my firſt Petition is rejected: Chriſt 
has not intereſt enough with my Ad- 
verſaries to obtain the Conceſſion of 
it. Since it is fo I muſt proceed by 
Argumentation. For tho' I propoſed 
2 Petition, to ſee what reſpe& would 
be ſhewn to Chriſt's Words, yet my 
Proofs are not meerly precarious. 
| LXXIII. Hereafter I will uſe ſuch 
Terms as they approve of. Fir#, 
They ſay: A Foot Rule is diviſible 
into Twelve Inches, which it contains 
in Potentia, Tho' it has not actual 
Twelve Inches; a Man is a Subſtance 
diviſible into Ten Toes, which he 
contains in Potentia, and which "ou 
mt 2 3 
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be actually Ten Toes, if they were | 
cut oft. They would not Stick to 1 
grant, that if a Flea ſat upon every 
Toe in Potentia the Fleas would be 
actually Ten, tho' the Toes are not. | 
LXXIV. We muſt obſerve that 
when they ſay, Parts of Quantity are 
only in Potentia, they only mean that 1 
they are in Potentia to Diſtintion, |! 
or Diviſion :: They do not intend to 9 
ſay, they are in Potentia to Exiftence, 
or in the State of Poſſibility. They j 
know we can ſee with that which ix 
they call an Eye in Potentia : And they | 
| confeſs we can walk by the Help of 
that one thing, which is erroneouſſy 
called Two Legs. Theſe actual der- 
vices conld not be perform'd by Mem- 
bers not exiſtent, 1 do not find that 9 
they ſay the Parts are in Potentia to 
Extenſion, but on the contrary, that | 
they are actually extended. I have 
not heard any of them deny, that 
the Sea is actually larger, and of | 
greater extent, than a ſingle Drop of 
Water: Tho' this Exceſs of Exten- 
ſton muſt accrue by having more Parts 
in Potentia, for they Rand poſſitivelx ⁵ 
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to their Principle that the'Sea has no 
more Parts acta. Alſo take Two 
iron Rods, one divifible into Ten 
Inches, the other contains only Nine, 
in Potentia; theſe Rods are actually 
unequal, the former is longer than 
the latter. But add an Inch to the 
 Fatter, or ſubſtract an Inch from the 
former, they become equal: So that 
the latter becomes bigger by the ad- 
dition of an Inch 7: Potentia, and 
the former becomes actually leſs by 
the Suͤbtraction of an Inch in Potentia. 
They fay alſo, that parts i Porentia. 
Have to the full as much Exterifion, 
as parts actually; a Foot Rale is as 
Tong as Twelve Inches divided: For 
Diviſion neither creates new matter, 
Nor gives Extenſion to the preceedent. 
This being noted; 1 proceed to prove 
that they are equalty preffed with the 
difficalty of Infinite as, following 
out of their Doctrine, as we are in 
dur Opinion: Whith I prove by 
kur ning theſe Syllogiſtns againſt them. 
Tot Aaiitur Extenſiones Actuales, quot 
ju Partes Diſtinguibiles: Sed in 
umi Corpore feu Comtinud, vel in Gran 
. Horati 


0 6 ww, 


there is no Shadow of proving agam 
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Hordei, Sum infinite Partes Diſtingui- 
biles; Ergo in omni Conpore, ſeu Con- 
tinuo, vel in Grano Fordei, daut ur 


Inxfinitæ Extenſiones Attuales. Proba- 
tur Major: Quia omnis Pars Diſtim 


nihilis dat Extenſionem ' Aftualem. 
ake another to. the ſame purpoſe. 


in omm 'Corpore, few Continuo ſunt 


Puartes Tyfinita in Potentia: Ergo in 


omni Corpore, ſeu Continno, ſunt In- 
crementa Magnitudinis Inſinita Actu. 


Probatur Major. Quia ommis Pars 


in Potentia anget Magnitudinem Actu. 
The Minor hey will grant if it be 
only to ſpite us, for if they are denie 


us, Parts Infinite ct and diſtinct. 
Here we find Infinit Extenftons which 


muſt be multiplied by Six, before 
yy will be namerons enough to fill 
a f 1 


Nut ſtrell. E 
LXXV. I argue Secondly, by ma- 


— 


Tot ſunt Incrementa Magnitudinis A. 
ku, quot ſunt Partes in Potentia; ſed 


king Four Suppoſitions; Two of 
which 1 expect they will grant, the 


tue 


other Two I am ſure they will deny. 
I firſt ſuppoſe that God formed a Sta- 
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tue fo well furniſh'd with Toes that 
it. contain d Infinite Toes in Potentia, 


it was diviſible into Infinite Toes. 


Secondly, -1 ſuppoſe that there wWas 
never à Toe but had a Flea fitting 
upon it. Thirdly, I ſuppoſe God crea- 


ted a wooden Rule diviſible" imo 


Infinite Inches, vrhich it contain'd i 
Potentia. Fourthly, I ſuppoſe this 
Rale was kept until 


expect they will grant the firſt and 
third e le, but not the 
ſecond or fourth. But I defy them 
to bring one Proof of the Impoſſ- 
bility of Flea's and Worms, but What 


E will retort. againſt the poſſibility of 


the” Toes and Inches. Therefore 


their Infinite in Potentig of Parts | 


Judli ſtiułt, has all the Difficulty of 
Infinite Act u of Parts Diſtinct; and 


if they could compell me, by Argu- 


mentation, to confeſs Parts Infinite 
Acta (vhich perhaps is not very eaſi 
to do) vet 1 ſhall ſtand upon even 
ground with them. 
_ V2EXX VI. But here I expect to be 
called back and told 1 have been rec- 


ol | it wus ſo worm 
eaten that there as not a Sound Inch 
free from à Hole with a Worm in it. 


koning. 
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koning without my Hoſt? My Adver- 
ſaries are not half ſo liberal in their 
Conceſſions as 1 fancy them to be. I 
expected oy would grant TWO 
Suppoſitions, but they will not grant 
One. To this I reply. For my own 
part T hold all Four of the Suppoſiz 
tions to be Falſe: But that 7 
to grant thoſe two, thus I prove 
ad Hominem. Infinite in PotentiA 
implys no Contradiction :? But theſe 
| Toes and Inches for want of Diſtins 
ction are Infinite only in Potentis: 
Therefore theſe Toes and Inches imply; 
no Contradiction. If they deny the 
Minor, and ſay the Toes and Inches 
make Infinite Actu, notwithſtanding 
their Identity: Then I pray what-ſo+ 
lid Service doth the denyal of Actual 
Diſtintion. do them ? Perhaps the 
will ſay : The Denyal of Actual 
ſtinction hinders them from bei 
Infinite in Xlultitude, yet they wi 
de Infinite in Magnitude. This Se- 
cond Part is true in it ſelf, hut into. 


herent with their Principles/ For 
if Parts Infinite in Potemia make 
can tlley 
Who 


Infinite Magnitade, how 


Ho 4 View of rob 
- who deny the Poſſibility of Infinite 


[as 


in Magnitude, contend for the Actual 


Exiftence of Parts Infinite in Potentia? 
I expe& to hear them ſay : Tho' we 


allow Parts Infinite in Potentia, we 
do not allow Inches Infinite i Poten- 
tia, for many of the Parts will be far 


leſs than an Inch. By this reply they 


yeild up their Fortreſs of Identity and 
recurr to Parvity. A Poor Evaſion; and 


which (if it could do any good) would 


be as ſerviceable, to us as to them. I ſay 


it is a Poor Evaſion : For I ſhall hold 


that man to be a SorryPhiloſopher,who 


maintains that God cannot make an In- 


finite Multitude of Elephants, becauſe 


they are ſo big; there will be no room 


to hold them ; but that he may create 


BY an Infinite Multitude of mites, becauſe 


they are of a Leſſer Size. I think] could 
more<afily defend the Poſſibility of an 
Infinite Multitude of Elephants allow- 


ultitude of ex- 


| ingthemanimmenceſ] pace tobein;than 
maintain an infinite 


tended Parts, included in a Nutſhell. 
LXXVII. But they ſay: It is not an 
ordinary Smallneſs will ſerve the turn: 
The parts will be leſſer and leſſer in in- 

5 | ſinitum | 
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finitum, untill they come be of noDeter- 
minate Bigneſs. For we allow there can 
not be Parts Infinite in Potentia of any 
Determinate Bigneſs. This I do not un- 
derſtand. Abſtraction, and Indetermi · 
nation, have place in our underſtanding 
not in the thing it ſelf. We can abſtract 
Animal from all Species: But Animal 
cannot exiſt, but in ſome Determinate 
Species: So we can abſtract a part from 
any determinate Bigneſs, but a Part, can- 
not exiſt but it muſt be of ſome Deter - 
minate Bigneſs. If they only mean that 
there is no Determinate Bigneſs, but 
we may find a Part Leſſer, 1 aſſent to 
them: As I fay there is no Determi- 
nate End of Parts, but there are more. 
Yet I fay, one Determinate End, is 
exceeded by another Determinate 
End, not by an End which is alto-. 
gether indeterminate: So they ought 
to ſay a Part of any Determinate Big». 
neſs, has a leſſer; but ſtill this leſſer 
has ſome Determinate Bigneſs, it is 
not a Part of no Determinate Bigneſs. 
LXXVIII. Bat as to Parts whereof 
they ſay there are Infinite in Potentia, 
I have one queſtion to ask. Are they 
- 
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ſo little that the Allſeeing Eye of 


God, cannot eſpye one of them. If 


| 1255 ſay, God cannot ſee one of them: 
n 


err that God never made any of 
them, and then there are none of 
them. God doth not make His Crea- 
tares Blindfold ; He doth not make, 
He ſees not what, He knows not 
what. But if it is anſwer' d that God. 
can eſpy one of them: Then I ſay 
He thinks of it, and then it is deter- 
min d in Gods. Thought. Then it 
follows that God can ſeparate one of 
them from the reſt. and ſay : This. 
particle is ſo ſmall, that a Grain of Barly 
contains infinite of them in Potentia, it 
it diviſible into infinite. of. them, no 


Finite Multitude whatever. of Parts 


eguall to this can amount tothe Bigneſs 


of 4 Grainvf Barly.. All this plainly 


follows from granting that God ſees 
a.. Part whereof a Grain of Barly 


contains infinite in Potentia: But this 


is what, my Adverſaries never will 
pretend to hold for true: Therefore 
they muſt deny that a Grain of Barly 
of. any other Body contains Parts In- 
finite in Potemia: And it carries the 


4 | | ſame 
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of Parts Infinite Actu. 


LXXIX. Here I conclude, that my 


Adverſaries to free themſelves from a 
Philoſophical Difficulty, contradict 
their Eyes, contradict their Reaſon 

contradi& Saint Paul, contradict 
Chriſt, yet are preſſed as heavily by 
that very Difficulty, as are the De- 
fenders of the Opinion, which 1 
follow. * ein 2. 


better Anſwer to the O jection given 


by my Adverfaries than what 1 gave. 


Whoever gives it, will teach me to 


give a better Anſwer, than I have 


one; and I will gladly be his Scholar. 
For 1 dare boldly ſay : Whatever 
anſwer they give, will as well ſerve 
me to anſwer them, as it ſerves them, 
to anſwer me, rn 05 poop 


LXXXL Beſides this common hard 


Objection, there is another peculiar to 
Mr. White, a very poor one, and 


ſcarce worth anſwering, but that 


Mr. White values it ſo highly, that 
he thinks no man has common Senſe, 
who is not convinced by it. This is 


3 


ſame Impoſſibility, as the Conceſſion 


2 . We 
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IXXX. I ſhall be glad to ſee. a 
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between Head and Foot. 


ſays, 8 is , Nes 


$32 - A View of 


it. Man is one thing, one ſubFance 4 


But in one thing there can be no Di. 
ſtinction; for Diſtinction cauſes AAul. 
tipiicity, Which is oppoſite to Vnity, 
and inconſiſtent with it: Therefore 
in Man there can be zo Diſtinction 
either between Soul and Body; or 
This Ar- 
gument is held to be fo evident and 
irrefragable, that when the Book by 


me impugn'd, and ſome others of his 


were condemned as Heretical: He 


makes exception againſt the Condem- 


nation: Becauſe the Condemners had 
ſo little Senſe as not to underſtand 
their Duh and Obligation of Submit - 
ting to the imperious Truth of this 
doughty Argument. In order 4 
a Categorical Anſwer to it, I fay: 
It is true, Man is one thing, one 


Subſtance, but he is a Conmounded 
 Subſtahce ;, not a Simple one, as is 


God, or an Angel: And a Compommded 
Subſtance doth not exclude, but 


require, Diſtinction of Parts, and 


Multiplicity of them. And when he 
with 
n they 

relate 


Unity : I ſay, ſo it is, 


P 
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Mr. W--'s Principles, &c. 133 
relate to the Denominator: not if they 
relate to a different: As thus I ſhew, 
One: Hundred cannot be Five Hun- 
dreds, but it may be Five ore. The 
ſame Number is one, when Fuadred 
is the denominator; and it is Five, 
when its denominator is Score. Six 
Brace of Partridges can never be One 


Partridge: But when they are 


together, they are One Covey. If 
Mr. Whyte 540 ever ſeen a Pidgeon 
Pye (and the Sight is no ſtrange one) 
he had ſeen a Confutation of his Ar- 
gument: He had ſeen Multiplicity of 
Pidgeons conſiſtent with the Unity 
of the Pye. He might have obſerved 
that the Pyc was One, and had many 
Pidgeons, yet all the Pidgeons, tho! 
many, were One Pye, When he had 
obſerved this; he might have believed 
St. Paul Saying, e Body is One, 
and has many Members ;, but all the 
Members of the Body, whereas they 
. many, yt. they. ane fe Bac 
The whole Collection of material 
Creatures conſtitute One World; 
but though the World is one, 
ix contains diſtin Horſes, Ales, 
Cows, 
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